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OFFICIAL  DOCUMENT.  -No.  26. 


Earrishurg,  Pa.,  January  13,  1913. 

To  His  Excellency,  the  Honorable  John  K.  Tener,  Governor  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania, 

Sir:  The  Pennsylvania  State  Railroad  Commission  presents  for 
your  information  and  consideration  this  report  of  the  work  which 
has  been  done  by  the  Commission  during  the  calendar  year  of  1912, 
together   with    certain   recommendations   with   respect   to   legislation. 

For  a  list  of  the  causes  which  have  come  before  it  for  determination 
and  for  the  details  of  these  causes  it  respectfully  refers  to  the  ap- 
pendices which  are  hereto  attached. 

Each  year  shows  an  increase  both  in  the  number  and  in  the  im- 
portance of  the  questions  which  are  brought  before  the  Commission. 
There  is  a  rapidly  growing  tendency  all  over  the  State  to  bring  the 
difficulties  which  arise  between  common  carriers  and  their  patrons 
before  the  Commission  for  settlement,  and  the  very  fact  that  there 
is  a  disinterested  tribunal  to  which  they  can  be  presented  has  had 
the  effect  in  many  instances  of  making  all  parties  more  conciliatory 
and  themselves  come  to  terms  without  its  intervention.  Very  many 
letters  have  been  received  expressing  appreciation  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  causes  have  been  conducted,  and  it  ought  to  be  said  to  the 
credit  of  the  common  carriers  concerned,  that  in  no  instance  during 
the  current  year  where  the  decisions  have  been  adverse  to  their  con- 
tention have  they  declined  to  carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission. 

In  the  case  of  William  Dando  vs.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad, 
arising  in  the  year  1910,  the  Commission  made  a  recommendation  in 
the  following  words: 

"It  is  hereby  recommended  that  the  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  Railroad  Company  shall  not  hereafter  charge  for 
passenger  fares  between  points  on  its  line  in  this  State 
west  of  Cornellsville  and  points  on  its  lines  in  this  State 
east  of  Connellsville  more  than  the  aggregate  of  the 
charge  from  the  same  points  to  Connellsville  and  thence 
from  Connellsville  to  points  of  destination." 

The  Railroad  Company  refused  compliance  with  this  recommenda- 
tion whereupon  the  matter  was  referred  to  the  Attorney  General  of 
the  Commonwealth  who  applied  for  a  mandamus  from  the  Court  of 
Common   Pleas  of  Dauphin   County  to  compel  such   compliance. 
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The  Attorney  General  reported  to  the  Commission,  December  27th, 
1912,  that  ' '  On  October  1st,  1912,  the  recommendation  of  the  Commis- 
sion was  made  effective  on  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  so  that  now  there 
is  no  disparity  such  as  was  complained  of." 

While,  therefore,  the  power  to  enforce  its  decrees  has  not  been 
given  by  legislation  to  the  Commission,  and  has  been  left  to  the  ex- 
ecutive authorities  of  the  State,  practically,  the  result  has  been  the 
same,  and  upon  very  few  occasions  has  there  been  any  necessity  for 
doing  more  than  giving  copies  of  the  findings  and  recommendations  to 
the  parties  interested. 

Since  January  1st,  1912,  the  Commission  has  held  one  hundred 
and  fourteen  meetings— sixty-three  of  them  in  the  city  of  Harrisburg, 
thirty-six  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  the  rest,  being  upon  occa- 
sions where  it  became  necessary  to  see  the  localities  and  personally  to 
inspect  the  conditions  in  order  that  the  questions  raised  could  be 
properly  determined,  were  held  in  the  following  named  counties: 

Allegheny,   Two  Meetings. 

Blair,   One  Meeting. 

Cambria,    One  Meeting. 

Cameron,   One  Meeting. 

Centre,   Two  Meetings. 

Clearfield •  •  •    One  Meeting. 

Luzerne,    .^One  Meeting. 

Lycoming, Four  Meetings. 

Schujdkill,    Two  Meetings. 

In  addition  to  these,  individual  members  of  the  Commission  upon 
occasions  visited  localities  and  made  report  upon  the  conditions 
found. 

During  the  year  two  hundred  and  one  causes,  based  upon  com- 
plaints made  against  certain  of  the  common  carriers  of  the  State, 
followed  by  the  answers  of  those  against  whom  charges  were 
made  and  in  numerous  instances  by  testimony  taken  orally,  were 
heard  and  disposed  of  by  the  Commission.  Numerous  complaints 
were  also  received  by  the  Commission  setting  forth  the  dangerous 
conditions,  in  many  places,  where  railroads  and  trolley  roads  crossed 
streets,  roads  and  other  public  highways  at  grade.  The  legislation, 
up  to  the  present  time  enacted,  does  not,  however,  give  to  the  Com- 
mission any  authority  to  make  recommendations  or  to  give  direction 
with  respect  to  the  elevation  or  depression  of  the  tracks  where  such 
crossings  at  grade  occur  or  have  heretofore  existed,  or  what  safety 
appliances  or  regulations  should  be  adopted.  The  complainants  in 
such   causes   have  ,  therefore,   been    advised   that   the    Commission   is 
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without  power  to  take  jurisdiction  over  them.  It  is  important,  how- 
ever, for  the  information  of  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of 
the  government  that  the  results  which  follow  from  the  existence  of 
grade  crossings  should  be  presented.  The'  following  tabulated  state- 
ment shows  the  number  of  persons  who,  since  the  organization  of  the 
Commission,  have  been  killed  and  injured  in  accidents  which  have 
occurred  at  such  grade  crossings : 


Number 

Number 

year. 

of  killed. 

of  injured 

1908 

72 

299 

1909 

72 

356 

1910 

.86 

222 

1911 

84 

252 

1912 

106 

306 

Total     420  1,435 

With  the  rapid  increase  in  the  growth  of  the  population  and  of  the 
luuuber  of  trains  upon  the  railroads,  it  would  naturally  be  expected 
that  the  number  of  such  casualties  would  likewise  increase.  The  tabu- 
lation made  by  the  Commission  shows  this  to  be  the  fact.  The  Com- 
mission has  heretofore  sought  to  have  the  Act  creating  it  so  amended 
and  the  powers  conferred  upon  it  so  increased  that  it  could  make 
recommendations  and  give  directions  with  respect  to  what  appliances 
looking  to  safety  and  what  regulations  should  be  adopted  and  en- 
forced where  railroads  and  trolleys  cross  roads  and  streets,  but  so 
far  has  not  been  successful  in  making  an  impression  upon  the  Legis- 
lature sufficiently  strong  to  secure  the  legislation.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  Commission,  many  of  these  casualties  could,  with  proper  care, 
forethought  and  attention,  be  prevented. 

The  Commission  again  recommends  that  an  Act  of  Assembly  be 
passed  in  the  form  of  the  draft  herewith  submitted  in  Appendix  "I'^ 
or  in  such  other  phraseology  and  granting  such  additional  powers  as 
may  commend  themselves  to  the  Mdsdom  of  the  legislative  body. 

In  the  course  of  the  year  many  complaints  have  been  presented  to 
the  Commission  with  regard  to  the  charges  made  by  express  com- 
panies for  the  transportation  of  goods,  packages,  etc.,  and  generally 
they  have  been  based  upon  an  alleged  greater  charge  than  that  in 
some  other  case  of  transportation,  as  shown  by  a  comparison  of  dis- 
tances. The  Constitution  of  Pennsylvania,  Article  XVII,  Section  III, 
provides  that,  "Persons  and  property  transported  over  any  railroad 
shall  be  delivered  at  any  station  at  charges  not  exceeding  the 
charges  for  transpo'^+ation  of  persons  and  property  of  the  same  class 
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in  the  same  direction  to  any  more  distant  station."  In  the  opinion 
of  the  Commission  it  would  be  wise  to  extend,  by  legislative  enact- 
ment, the  same  principle  to  both  express  companies  and  telephone 
companies.  If  it  be  well  -to  prevent  railroad  companies  from  charg- 
ing more  for  a  short  haul  than  for  a  longer  one,  there  seems  to  be  no 
good  reason  why  express  and  telephone  companies,  who  are  likewise 
common  carriers,  should  not  be  prevented  from  doing  the  same  thing. 
Many  complaints  have  been  made  against  the  telephone  companies 
in  eases  where  a  patron  moving  to  another  place  of  residence  has  been 
required  to  have  a  new  telephone  service  installed,  and  the  company 
has  refused  to  renew  the  terms  of  the  old  contract.  The  reason  given 
by  the  companies  for  this  refusal  is  that  they  are  making  a  general 
effort  to  equalize  the  rates  and  to  put  them  upon  a  more  just  and 
equitable  basis.  In  the  nature  of  things  the  tendency  of  the  com- 
panies would  be  to  see  to'  it  that  in  this  general  equalization  they, 
upon  the  whole,  should  not  lower  the  returns  from  the  rates  and 
perhaps  that  they  should  receive  returns  even  greater  than  before. 
Having  the  general  telephone  subject  in  mind,  the  Commission  has 
been  making  a  thorough  and  careful  investigation  concerning  all  of 
the  telephone  rates  over  the  State,  with  the  object  of  eventually  se- 
curing uniform  and  definite  rates  within  the  territory  of  each  ex- 
change, and  uniform  and  equitable  rates  for  all  exchanges  of  similar 
character  of  service  and  approximately  the  same  amount  of  business, 
without  exception  or  discrimination,  and  wiA  a  toll  rate  the  same 
throughout  the  State  according  to  the  distance  of  the  respective  com- 
munications. 

The  Constitution  in  Article  XVII,  Section  I,  provides  that  ''Every 
railroad  company  shall  have  the  right  with  its  road  to  intersect,  con- 
nect with,  or  cross  any  other  railroad  and  shall  receive  and  transport 
each  the  others  passengers,  tonnage  and  cars  loaded  or  empty  without 
delay  or  discrimination."  The  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  principle  of  this  provision  which  requires  that  as  to  this  class  of 
common  carriers  each  must  continue  the  service  commenced  by  the  other 
at  reasonable  rates,  could  well  be  extended  by  legislation  to  telephone 
companies.  It  would  be  of  great  public  service  to  require  each  tele- 
phone company  for  a  reasonable  compensation  to  send  over  its  lines 
messages  which  can  only  be  in  part  transmitted  by  the  company  re- 
ceiving them.  It  is  a  useless  waste  and  a  disadvantage  beside  to  the 
general  public  that  the  patron  of  the  telephone  should  have  more  than 
one  instrument  in  his  house  or  place  of  business,  and  more  than  one 
set  of  wires  running  to  it.     No  doubt  a  practicable  system  of  inter- 
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changes  could  be  devised  that  would  do  away  with  the  duplication 
of  wires  and  apparatus  and  the  unnecessary  expense  now  often  im- 
posed upon  those  making  use  of  the  telephone. 

What  are  known  as  "fare  zones"  on  our  suburban  and  iiiterurban 
trolley  lines  have  been  a  source  of  constant  friction  between  these 
carriers  and  their  patrons.  This  contention  will  continue  a&  long  aS 
the  attempt  is  made  to  base  the  rate  of  fare  collected  upon  divisions 
or  zones  that  are  made  of  varying  lengths  according  to  the  density  of 
the  population  of  the  adjacent  territory,  or  in  any  way  modified  in 
length  or  extent  to  meet  peculiar  local  conditions.  The  Commission 
is  of  the  opinion  that  some  statutory  provision  should  be  made  which 
would  require  all  trolley  roads  operating  outside  of  our  large  centers 
of  population  to  place  the  fare  charged  upon  a  measured  mileage 
basis  with  respect  to  which  there  can  be  no  difference  of  opinion. 

This  could  be  done  very  rapidly  by  dividing  the  road  into  blocks  or 
sections  of  uniform  length  and  fixing  a  uniform  rate  as  the  legal  fare 
for  each  such  block  or  fraction  thereof,  thus  putting  the  whole  system 
of  fares  upon  our  rural  lines  on  practically  a  mileage  basis,  Such  a 
plan  would  not  apply  to  the  single  fares  collected  in  cities  or  larger 
towns  that  are  furnished  service  by  companies  operating  locally  in 
such  municipalities,  nor  would  it  seriously  affect  the  receipts  of 
revenue  now  returned  on  rural  lines  since  the  fare  zones;  and  the 
total  fare  collected  would,  upon  the  whole^  average  about  the  same 
as  now;  but,  by  equalizing  the  zones  and  charging  a  uniform  rate 
for  these  definite  portions  of  the  road  indicated,  it  would  be  sure  to 
eliminate  the  one  element  that  is  now  proving  so  prolific  a  source  of 
contention  between  the  roads  and  their  patrons. 

A  great  source  of  general  loss  and  injury  to  the  people  pf  the 
Commonwealth  is  the  frequency  with  which,  during  the  droughts  of 
summer  and  in  the  fall  of  the  year  after  the  dry  leaves  have  dropped 
from  the  trees,  fires  sweep  through  the  forests.  The  State  has  la 
great  interest  in  this  subject  since  it  is  making  an  earnest  effort  |;^ 
preserve  the  forests  and  now  owns  nearly  a  million  acres  of  forest 
land.  This  effort  is,  however,  much  retarded  by  the  annually  recur- 
ring fires  which  cause  vast  destruction.  While  sometimes  due  to  tlie 
carelessness  of  individuals,  these  fires  are  generally  caused  by  tll6 
passing  of  railroad  trains.  The  fact  is  evident  but  the  proof  of  waiit 
of  care  in  particular  cases  is  always  difficult.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Commission  it  would  be  well  for  the  State,  in  the  exercise  of  its  police 
power,  to  require  the  railroads  to  put  out  all  country  and  forest  fires 
which  occur  within,  say,  one  hundred  feet  of  their  track,  and  making 
them  responsible  in  damages  for  the  consequences  of  all  such  fires, 
unless  they  are  able  to  prove  that  the  fire  originated  from  some  cause 
for  which  the  railroad  company  is  not  responsible.     It  is  not  too  much 
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of  a  burden  to  impose  a  rule  of  extraordinary  care  upon  those  making 
use  of  anything  so  dangerous  to  the  rights  of  others  as  fire.  Should 
such  a  law  be  passed  it  is  believed  that  it  would  result  in  the  preven- 
tion of  much  of  the  present  destruction. 

If  such  a  course  is  to  be  pursued  there  is  another  which  would  seem 
tv.  be  a  corollary  to  it.     There  would  be  unfairness  to  the  railroads  in 
requiring  them  to  be  responsible  for  what  occurs  along  their  lines 
and  at  the  same  time  to  make  them  liable  for  what  may  be  due  to  the 
carelessness  of  the  army  of  stragglers  who  use  the  rights-of-ways  of  the 
railroads  as  thoroughfares.     The  tabulated  statement  of  accidents  oc- 
curring during  the  year  (see  Appendix  "C")  shows  that  a  large  pro- 
portion of  those  killed  and  injured  have  been  trespassers  upon  the 
tracks  of  the  railroads.     These  people  ought  to  be  protected  from  the 
consequences  of  their  own  folly.     It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  time 
will  come  in  this  country,  as  it  has  in  some  others,  when  the  railroads 
will  have  their  entire  rights-of-way  enclosed.     In  the  meantime,  the 
State  ought  to  protect  them  from  trespassers.     It  is  a  function  of 
the  State  to  see  to  it  that  neither  the  rights  of  individuals  nor  corpora- 
tions are  infringed  upon  by  wrong-doers.     Perhaps  a  feasible  course 
would  be  to  aicrease  the  State  Police  and  assign  to  a  sufficient  num- 
ber of  the  force  the  special  duty  of  keeping  trespassers  from  using  the 
Tailroad  tracks,  and  thus,  at  the  same  time,  protect  the  railroads  and 
:save  the  offenders  from  losing  their  lives.     The  Commission  has  here- 
tofore submitted  a  draft  of  an  Act  to  prevent  such  accidents,  and  here- 
with again  submits  the  same  draft,  (Appendix  "H"). 

When  the  railroads  were  originally  laid  ouft  they,  for  engineering 
reasons,  as  a  general  thing,  followed  the  courses  of  the  streams.  This 
brought  them  into  close  proximity  with  these  streams.  With  expand- 
ing business  and  the  growth  of  traffic  there  has  come  the  necessity  of 
widening  the  tracks.  In  many  instances  throughout  the  State  there 
has  been  encroachment.  The  time  is  rapidly  approaching  when  these 
running  waters  will  be  recognized  to  possess  incalculable  value  and 
their  protection  is  a  matter  of  the  utmost  importance  which  ought  to 
be  carefully  considered  by  the  Legislature. 

Section  XIII  of  the  Act  of  May  31st,  1907.  creating  the  Commis- 
sion provides  that  the  Commission  shall  investigate  the  cause  of  any 
accident,  occurring  along  the  line  of  a  common  carrier  resulting  in 
the  loss  of  life  or  injury  to  person,  within  sixty  days  and  then  "shall 
advise  said  common  carrier  of  the  result  of  said  investigation  *  *  * 
and  shall  include  the  result  of  said  investigation  in  their  report." 
This  is  the  only  direction  given  with  respect  to  such  accidents.  It 
would  appear  to  be  an  inconsequential  performance  simply  to  notify 
the  carrier  which  is  already  informed  of  the  accident  and  its  cause. 
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^  the  ease  of  ^ -nt  ace^ent  *  h    .u^^^^ 

tC«  ltl^tTt:"7Z  in  the  .  nase^ent  of  ^e 
raUrofd  The  CommiLn  went  beyond  the  terms  of  the  Act  and  re- 
ported  the  facts  to  the  Attorney  General. 

Bnrin.^  the  year  the  Commission  has  had  before  it  many  matters 
of  grave"  importance,  including  alleged  excessive  and  d>scr,m« 
ratesTthe  transportation  of  coal  to  Philadelphia  The  Counsel  en- 
galed  upon  each  side  have  not  yet  completed  their  P«se°t-t'«°  f 
te  cause  and  it  is,  therefore,  still  under  consideratipn  and  undeter- 

mined. 

All  of  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

NATHANIEL  EWING, 

Chairman. 

MILTON  J.  BRECHT, 
SAMUEL  W.  PENNYP ACKER. 
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APPENDIX  "A" 

Table  of  complaints  filed  during  the  year  ending 
December  31,  1912 


Report  of  complaints  adjudicated  during  1912,  including  com- 
plaints unfinished  December  31,  1911 
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TABLE  OF  CASES. 

FILED  1912. 


780.  Charles    Fitzsimmons. 

vs. 
Pittsburgh   &    Butler   Street   Rail-    Unsafe  operating  conditions, 
way  Company. 

781.  Pittsburgh  Meter  Company.  Excessive     rate— East     Pittsburgh     to 

vs.  Trafford  City. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

782.  Samuel  H.  Nace,  et  al.  Inadequate    schedule    and    equipment — 

vs.  Harrisburg  to  Marysville. 

Valley    Traction    Company. 

783.  Pennsylvania  Lighting  Company.       Refusal   to  switch  coal  from  tracks  of 

vs.  P.  R-  R-  at  Shamokin. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading   Railway 
Company. 

784.  J.  S.  Hiner  Excessive  rates  and  inadequate  freight 

vs.  facilities  at  Buffalo  Mills. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company, 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

785.  James  T.  Heffran  Dangerous   condition   of   station   at   Mc- 

vs.  Donald.  ^ 

Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railway  Company. 

786.  Frank  H.   Colladay  Inadequate     facilities     for     transferring 

vs.  passengers  at  Angora. 

Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany, 

Southern  Pennsylvania  Traction 
Company. 

787.  Justus  v.  Hershey  Overcrowding  of  back  platforms. 

vs. 
Central       Pennsylvania      Traction 
Company. 

788.  A.   E.   Kreamer  &  Company  Rate   on   lumber — Kipps  Run   and   Wol- 

vs.  verton    to   Northumberland. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 

789.  C.  L.   Foster,   et  al.  Train     connections    at    Irvineton    from 

vs.  Warren   to   Oil  City. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 
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790.  City  of  Altoona  Rate   of   fare. 

yg  Transfer  privileges. 

Altoona  &  Logan  Valley  Electric 
Railway    Company, 

The  City  Passenger  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

The  American  Railways  Company. 

791.  Joseph  B.   Smith  Inadequate   car    service. 

^g  Columbia  Avenue  Division. 

Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 

792.  Alfred  Steigerwalt  Station    facilities   and   train    service   at 

"West  Penn. 

Lehigh   Valley   Railroad   Company. 

793.  W.  H.  Cox  &  Company  Reconsigning    and    demurrage    charges. 

vs. 
Western  Allegheny  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

794.  Hillside  Cemetery  Company  Train  service  between  Philadelphia  and 

vs.  Roslyn. 

Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway 
Company. 

795.  Elizabeth  Cooper  Reeve  Smoking  in  cars. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    Rapid    Transit    Com- 
pany. 

796.  E.  E.  Strevy  Non-maintenance    of    track    andl    road- 

bed— Bowman's   Creek   Branch, 
vs. 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad)  Company. 

797.  Harry   Murphy  Station   facilities   at  Blackwood. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

789.    W.   S.   Poorman,   et  al.  Discrimination    in    rental    charges    be- 

tween  certain  professional  and  busi- 

Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Penn- 
sylvania. 

799.  H.  M.  McCrea  Station   facilities   at  Eagle   Rock. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

800.  Butler    Engine    &    Foundry    Com-    Rate  on  steam  and  gas  engines. 
pany 

vs. 
Pittsburgh,     Harmony,     Butler     & 
New  Castle  Railway   Company. 
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801.  Blue  Ridge  Enameled  Brick  Com-    Rate  on  clay — Osceola  Mills  to  Saylor- 

pany.  burg. 

vs. 

802.  Borough  of  Shenandoah  Unsafe  condition  of  bridge. 

vs. 
Schuylkill  Railways  Company. 

803.  Henry   F.   Michell  Company  Rate    on   manure — Philadelphia   to   Jen- 

vs.  kintown. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

804.  S.  W.  Fox  Rate  on  household  goods — Twin  Rocks 

vs.  to  Indiana. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad   Company. 

805.  John  D.  Bogar  &  Sons 

vs.  Rate  on  mine  ties — Millerstown  to  Sha- 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company.  mokm. 

806.  Mary   L.    Schneider  Train   service   at  Pumping  Station. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

807.  Edgar  Christine,  et  al..  Train  service  on  Bethlehem  Branch. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

4 

808.  Western    Maryland    Railway   Com-     Re-issue  of  class  rates. 

pany, 
vs. 
Philadelphia    «fe    Reading   Railroad 
Company. 

809.  George   A.  Kelly  Company  Rate    on    borax — Pittsburgh    to    Lewis- 

vs.  "  town. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

810.  George  Sloyer  In    re-service. 

vs. 
Adams  Express  Company, 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

811.  W.   D.    Brougher   Net   Company  Refusal    of    carrier   to    unload   less    car- 

vs  load  lot  shipment. 

Cumberland  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

812.  Hazleton   Board  of  Trade  Train  service — Hazleton  to  Philadelphia. 

vs. 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company. 
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813.  John  Lyon  Refusal  to  establish  crossing-. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

814.  George  H.   Mell  Station  facilities  at  Emporium  Junction. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

815.  Boroughs  of  Freedom  and  Roches-    Cold  and  unsanitary  conditions  of  cars. 

ter 

vs. 
Beaver   Valley   Traction   Company. 

816.  H.   W.   McKee  Condition  of  equipment  and  roadlbed. 

vs. 
Mahoning  &  Shenango  Railway   & 
Light  Company. 

817.  High   Standard  Laundry  Company    Rates  from  Philipsburg  to  surrounding 

vs.  towns. 

Adams  Express   Company. 

818.  John  B.  Fox,  et  al.,  Train  service  to  and  from  Williamsport. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

819.  Ohio  Iron  &  Metal  Company  Rate  on  mill  cinder — Franklin  to  Pitt^- 

vs.  burgh  and  Kittanning. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad   Company. 

820.  W.  H.  Beckmann,  et  al.,  Train  service  at  York 

vs. 
Northern    Central    Railway    Com- 
pany. 

821.  Martin   and  Martin,  Regulating   governing  package   service. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

822.  Jerome  Glancy  Unheated  waiting  room  at  Mars. 

vs. 
Pittsburgh    &    Butler    Street    Rail- 
way Company. 

823.  W.  F.  Craig,  Jr.,  Rate    on    rye — Manor    to   Pittsburgh. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 

824.  Thomas  McMinn,   et  al.,  Rate  of  fare— Pittsburgh  to  Borough  of 

vs.  St.  Clair. 

Pittsburgh  Railways  Conipany. 

825.  J.  A.  Wilkinson  Switching  charge. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 


16  ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  Off.  Doc. 

826.  Hammon  Iron  Works.  Rate  on  tanks — Struthers  to' Bruin. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

827.  J.    T.   McGuire  Alleged     discrimination     in     regard     to 

vs.  pay  of  freight  bills. 

New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River 
Railroad   Company. 


828.  Vulcan    Crucible    Steel   Company         Proposed  removal  of  express  office  from 

vs.  Aliquippa  to  Woodlawn. 

American    Express   Company. 

829.  A.   B.   Kilbourne  Inadequate     station     facilities     at    Kil- 

vs.  bourne. 

Buffalo    &    Susquehanna    Railroad 
Company. 


830.    Roberts    Boiler    &    Tank    Company    Refusal  to   re-install  siding, 
vs. 
"Western  Allegheny  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 


531.    Blair  Lumber  Company  Rate     on     lumbei- — Laurel     Summit     to 

vs.  Philadelphia. 

Pennsylvania    Railroad   Company. 

332.    Residents  of  Danville,  et  al.,  Schedule  of  trains  on  Catawissa  Branch, 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 


833.  Bayer-Beaver   Company,    et   al..  Petition    for    establishment    of    station 

vs.  agent  at  Broad  Top  City. 

Huntingdon    &    Broad    Top    Moun- 
tain Railroad/  &  Coal  Company. 

834.  John   J.   O'Hearn    "  Rate   on   line — York   to  Mt.   Carmel. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 
Lehigh   Valley    Railroad   Company. 

835.  Lawrence   T.    Berliner  Refusal  to  refund  ten  cents  excess  fare. 

vs. 
Erie   Railroad  Company. 


836.  Lewis    F.    Shoemaker    &   Company.    Transfer  of  freight  at  Pottstown. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

837.  Residents   of   Athens,    et   al..  Train    service    between    Sayre    and   To- 

vs.  wanda. 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company. 
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83S.    Frank^J.  Beachly.  ^Heged    furnishing    of    free    telephone- 

Economy  Telephone  Company.  '"'"'  *°  ^-  *  ""■  ^^  ^^  Company. 

839.  John  O.   Rosser  a-aritr^ui^        r. 

Switching  charge  on  coal. 
\s. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

840.  Residents    of   Allegheny    and    Car-    Petition  for  flag  stop  at  Chest  Road 

roll  Townships.  Cambria  County  *  ^*'^^- 

vs. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad   Company. 

841.  John  Lachman  and  Company  Rates  for  telephone  service  at  Hays. 

Central  District   &   Printing  Tele- 
graph Company. 

842.  John  Gormlv  rr<„„- 

y  Train  service  between  Prazier  Junction- 

's, and  Phoenixville. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

834.    B.  B.  Lorshboua-h  t.«i 

^"  Delay    in    moving    shipment    of    lumber 

vs.  and  potatoes. 

Buffalo    &    Susquehanna    Railroad 
Company. 

844.  Charles  Dougherty  Excessive    steep    grade    on    Bryn    Mawr 

vs.  Branch. 

West  Penn  Railways  Company. 

845.  Fabin  F.  Levy  Closing    of    ticket    office    at    Wyndmoor 

vs.  after  7.00  p.   m.,   each  day. 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

'''■    '^Comp'a'^r     "^     ""'^^     Publishing    Delayed  delivery  of  shipment, 
vs. 
Adams  Express  Company. 

847.    E.  J.  Acker,  et  al.  Protest    against    increase    in     rate    on^ 

vs.  milk. 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company.    ^ 

'''•    ""^^S    ''    """'^''^     ''"^     ^"'    ^U*"°"  '^^  --^^-  °^  --  station  at 
•'  Hunters  Run. 

vs. 

Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway 
Company. 

849.    McCambridge-Cooper  Company.  Delayed  delivery  of  shipment 

vs.  f  . 

Adams  Express  Company. 
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850.    Business  Men's  Association  of  Hat-    Train   service   from   North   East   Penn- 
boro,  et  al.  sylvania   Branch   to  Philadelphia. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 


851.    Blackburn.  Milling  Company 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 


Siding  facilities  at  Cessna. 


852.  The  R.  W.  Johnston  Studios 

vs. 
Central   District   &   Printing   Tele- 
graph Company. 

853.  The  Berry  Company 

vs. 
Pennsylvania     Southern     Railroad 
Company. 


Refusal  to  renews  unlimited  service  con- 
tract. 


Rate  on  ties. 


84.    Borough  of  West  Reading 
vs. 
Reading  Transit  Company. 


Operating   cars   at   high   speed  without 
fenders. 


855.    W.  H.  Cox  &  Company 
vs. 
Lake   Shore   &  Michigan   Southern 

Railways    Company, 
Pennsylvania  Lines  West  of  Pitts- 
burgh. 


Overcharge    on    lumber — Van    to    New 
Castle. 


856.    walker  Ice  Cream  Company,  Lim-    Refusal  to  establish  ^'^tes  on  milk  from 
j^g^  Warren    and    Youngsville    to    various 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 


points. 


857.    Citizens  of  Glen  Hope 
vs. 
New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River 
-Railroad   Company. 


Location   of  station. 


858.    W.  F.  Garman,  et  al., 
vs. 
Vallev  Traction  Company. 


Petition    for   night   service — Harrisburg 
to   Marysville. 


859.    Frank   Trainer 
vs. 
Southern      Pennsylvania     Traction 
Company. 


Transfer     regulations     on     Darby-Clay- 
mont  Division. 


860.    A.  LeRoy  Hill  Petition   for   the   building   of   foot  walk 

^.g  .  on    Pennsylvania    Railroad   bridge    at 

Pennsylvania   Railroad  Company.  Leechburg. 
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861    W.  H.   Cox  Company  Overcharge    on     lumber — Van    to    Bur- 

vs.  gettstown. 

Lake    Shore    &   Michigan    Southern 

Railway    Company, 
Pittsburgh,    Cincinnati,    Chicago   & 

St.  Louis  Railway  Company. 

862.  Postal    Telegraph-Cable    Company    Alleged   discrimination    in    diverting    to 

the    Western    Union    Telegraph    Com- 
pany   telegrams    intended    for    Postal 
Central   District   &   Printing   Tele-        T^iggj.aph   Cable   Company, 
graph  Company. 

863.  Resident    of    Chester    County  Increase  in  rate  on  milk — Downingtown 


vs. 


to  Philadelphia. 


Pennsylvania   Railroad    Company. 


864.  Howard  George  .  Package  delivery  service  for  Frankford. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railwaj- 
Company. 

865.  Wm.  W.  Powell,  Jr.,  et  al.,  Refused  to  renew  contract  for  telephone 

service   except   at   increased   rate. 

Central   District    &   Printing   Tele- 
graph   Company. 

866.  D.    J.    Kennedy   Company,    et   al..        Greater  rate  for  shorter  than  for  longer 

vs.  ^^"'• 

Pennsylvania    Railroad   Company, 

Pennsylvania    Company, 
Pittsburgh,   Cincinnati,    Chicago    & 

St.    Louis    Railway    Company. 

867.  H.   C.   Bucher  Petition  for  installation  of  telephone  at 

^g  Suplee  Station. 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

868.  I.  H.   Bright  Delay  in  delivery  of  expressage. 

vs. 
United    States    Express    Company. 

869.  William  G.  Doll  Passengers  on  front  platforms. 

vs. 
Conestoga  Traction  Company. 

870.  A.  F.  Schanbacher  Loading  of  milk  on  trains. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad    Company. 

871.  Hertzler   and    Zook   Company  Rate  on  coal  and  other  material. 

vs. 
Kishacoquillas      Valley      Railroad 
Company. 
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872.  Beckman  and  Crisman  Rate   on   fish — Philadelphia   to   Olanta. 

vs. 
American  Express  Company. 

873.  Clayton    E.    Rowell  Alleged  dangerous  operating  condition. 

vs. 

Pittsburgh,     Harmony,     Butler     & 
New  Castle  Railway  Company. 

874.  Empire  Lime  Kilns  Rate    on    lime — Bellefonte    to    Pennsyl- 

vs.  vania   Railroad   Junction. 

Central      Railroad      Company      of 
Pennsylvania. 

875.  J.   Harvey   Noss  Alleged    improper    occupancy    of    right- 

vs.  of-way. 

Tuscarora    "Valley    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 


876.  Borough   of  Minersville  Inadequate   passenger   and   freight   sta- 

ys, tion  facilities  at  Minersville. 

People  Railway  Company. 

877.  Leiby   and  Flurie  Rate     on     brick— Harrisburg     to     New 

vs.  Cumberland. 

Northern     Central    Railway     Com- 
pany. 

878.  George  Mitchell  Insufficient   crew   for   safe   operation. 

vs. 


Reading  Transit  Company. 


# 


879.  Christian   K.    Harnish  Siding  facilities. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

880.  William   Scott   Snyder  Excessive  rate  on  Milk — Cypher  to  Mt. 

vs.  Dallas;    Mt.   Dallas   to    Bedford. 

Pennsylvania   Railrpad    Company, 
Huntingdon    &    Broad    Top    Moun- 
tain Railroad  &  Coal  Company. 

881.  S.  Lebow  Rate      on      scrap      iron — Pittsburg      to 

vs.  Vienna. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 

882.  Stevens    Scranton,    et   al..  Petition    for   flag   stop    at   Marsh   Creek 

vs.  Station. 

New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River 
Railroad  Company. 

883.  H.   A.   Spannuth  Rate  on  cream — Ijanhartsville  to  Potts- 

vs.  ville. 

United  States  Express  Company. 
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884.  Venang-'o    Oil    &    Supply   Company      Refusal   to  deliver  upon  private  siding. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 

885.  Corry  Hide  &  Fur  Company  Th.roug-n    rates    on    hides — Newport    to 

vs.  Corry. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 
New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River 
Railroad   Company. 

886.  P.  H.  Glatfelter  Company  Rate   on   paper — Spring  Grove   to  Pitts- 

vs.  burgh. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

887.  Crutchfield   and  "Woolfolk  Class    rates    on    watermelons. 

vs. 

Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

Pennsylvania    Railroad   Company, 

Pennsylvania  Lines  West  of  Pitts- 
burgh, 

Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.   Louis  Railway  Company. 

888.  George    Hetrick  Regulations  governing  toll  calls. 

vs. 

Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Penn- 
sylvania. 

889.  J.   B.  Montgomery  Passenger     fare — Aspinwall     to     Pitts- 

vs.  burgh. 

Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 

890.  S.  R.  Caldwell  Rate    of    fare— Philadelphia    to     Point 

vs.  Breeze    Park. 

Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Com- 
pany. 


891.  M.  B.  Miller,  et  al..  Crowded    condition    of    train    No.    809 — 

vs.  New  Castle  to  Oil  City. 

Pennsylvania  Lines  West  of  Pitts- 
burg. 

892.  G.  B.  Rickabaugh  Alleged    discriminatory    rate    on    ship- 

vs.  ments    from   Pottstown    to   Mt.    Holly 

United  States  Express  Company.  Springs   as  compared  with   rate   from 

Philadelphia  to  Mt.  Holly  Springs. 

893.  Merchants  Oil  Company  Demurrage    charges. 

vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 


894.    Douredoure  Brothers,  Demurrage    charges, 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 
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895.    W.  M.  Sen 
vs. 
Central  Railroad  Company  of  New 
Jersey. 


Inadequate  train  service  between  Slat- 
ington  and   Palmerton. 


896.    W.  L.  Cauffman 
vs. 
Philadelphia    Rapid    Transit    Com- 
pany. 


Rate  of  fare — Germantown   to  "Willow- 
Grove. 


897.    L.  G.  Sherman 
vs. 
Adam.s  Express  Company. 


Inadequate  express  offlce  facilities. 


898.    J.  M.  Little 
vs. 
Erie   Railroad  Company. 


Rate  on  slag — Meadville  to  Kennard. 


899.    Chas.  W.  Messner 
vs. 
Philadelphia    Rapid    Transit    Com- 
pany. 


Alleged  refusal  to  stop  cars  going  west 
on  Erie  Avenue  at  Broad  Street. 


900.    A.  K.  Steffy,  et  al., 
vs. 
Central       Pennsylvania       Traction 
Company. 


Petition  for  stop  at  Disbrow  street. 


901     Wm.    G.    Hartranft    Cement    Com-  Rate  for  interchange  of  traffic — P.  R.  R. 

pa^jjy  to  D.  L.  &  W.  tracks  at  Nantlcoke. 

vs. 

Pennsylvania    Railroad   Company.  W 


902.    James  J.   Mauery 
vs. 
Adams   Express   Company. 


Rate  on  ice-cream. 


903.    H.   F.   Blaney,   et  al., 
vs. 
Eastern      Pennsylvania      Railways 
Company. 


Inadequate    service. 


904.  N.  D.   Alexander 

vs. 
Conestoga   Traction    Company. 

905.  Casino  Bowling  Alleys 

vs. 
Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Penn- 
sylvania. 


Petition    to    equip   cars   with   toilet. 


Petition  for  discontinuance  of  long  dis- 
tance telephone  service. 


906.    H.  H.   Rice,   et  al., 


vs. 


Petition  for  establishment  of  system  of 
transfers. 


Valley    Traction    Company. 
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S07.    J.   B.  Armour 


vs. 


Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Penn- 
sylvania. 


Refusal  to  remove  telephone  from  Har- 
ristaurg-  to  Middletown  ana  continue 
contract  at  latter  place. 


a08.    Booth  and  Plinn,  Limited 
vs. 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 


In   re   refund   on   car   of   stone — Dunbar 
to  Shoaf. 


909     Central    Trades    &    Labor    Council,    Excessive  rate  of  fare— DuBois  to  Eri- 
909.    ^-^^^'^^.^^   ■*  ton.     Lack  of  sheltei   facilities  at  in- 

tersection  of  respondent's   lines, 
vs. 

DuBois  Traction  Companj% 
United  Traction  Company. 


910.    D.   R.  Caru 


vs. 


Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 


Overcrowded  condition  of  trains  be- 
tween Claysburg-  and  Hollidaysburg 
on  Saturday  and  Sunday  evenings. 


911.    Citizens  of  Bechtelsville 
vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading-    Railway 
Company. 


Inadequate    station    facilities    at   Bech- 
telsville. 


912.    J.    B.    Furst 
vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading-    Railway 
Company. 


Reconsig-ning-  charges  on  cars  of  lumber 
from  P.  &  R.  to  P.  R.  R.  at  Harris- 
burg    to    Blizabethtown. 


913.    W.  Clifford 


vs. 


Central   District   &   Printing   Tele- 
graph  Company. 


Alleged  insufficent  telephone  service  at 
Jeanette. 


914.    S.  W.  Zimmerman 
vs. 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 


Varying  rates  on  beer  charged  for  ship- 
ment over  three  different  routes  from 
Greensburg  to  Somerset. 


915.    George  W.  Moore 
vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 
(P.  B.  &  W.  Division.) 


Refusal  to  accept  for  through  passage 
Chester  to  Philadelphia,  commutation 
tickets  good  respectively  Chester  to 
Moore  and  Moore  to  Philadelphia. 


916.    H.  Franklin  Brossman 
vs. 
United  Traction  Company. 


Alleged  failure  to  stop  cars  at  Belmont 
and  Fairview  Avenues  in  the  Borough 
of  Wyomissing. 


917.    Z.    L.    Spangler 
vs. 
Reading  Transit  Company. 


Overcrowded  condition  of  cars  between 
Wernersville  and   Reading. 
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918.    Cambria  &  Indiana  Railroad  Com-     In     re     reparation     claims    on     cinder — 
pany  Rexis  to  Clover. 

Claim  of 
Pennsylvania  Lumber  &  Construc- 
tion Company. 


919.    H.  Frank  Eshleman 
vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 


In  re  siding  facilities. 


920.  Residents  of  Broad  Top  City,  et  al..    Petition   for   establishment   of  an  agent 

vs.  at  Broad  Top  City. 

Huntingdon  &  Broad  Top  Mountain 
Railroad   &   Coal   Company. 

921.  Page  Woven  Wire  Fence  Company    Alleged  excessive  rate  on  wire  fencing 

vs.  — Monessen  to  Conneaut  Liake. 

Pittsburg    &    Lake    Erie    Railroad 
Company. 


922.    J.    M.    Lininger 
vs. 
Erie  Railroad  Company. 


In    re    passenger   rates   of   fare — Sharon 
to   Shenango. 


923.    W.  H.  Cox  &  Company  Rates  on  ties  and  lumber  from  Oil  City 

vs.  to  various  points. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 


924.    W.   O.    Gallup. 


vs. 


Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Penn- 
sylvania. 


Alleging  rate  of  sixty  cents  to  be  exces- 
sive for  three  minutes  telephone  con- 
versation between  Kane  and  Tionesta. 


925.   A.  A.  Ma  cool 
vs. 
Lancaster  &  York  Furnace  Street 
Railway  Company. 


Operating  conditions  alleged  to  be  dan- 
gerous. 


926.    Philadelphia    Electrical    &    Manu-    In  re  practice  in  billing  material  at  20 
facturing  Company.  pounds     per     crate     whereas     actual 

weight    is    but    12    pounds. 


vs. 


Adams  Express  Company. 


927.    Residents  of  Smysers,  et  al., 
vs. 
Northern    Central    Railway    Com- 
pany. 


Petition  for  flag  stop  of  Train  No.  52  at 
Smysers,  Glen  Rock  and  Shrewsbury. 


928.    Annie  N.   Ferguson 
vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 


Blockade    of   public   highway   crossing. 


929.    R.   A.  Hagan 
vs. 
Pittsburgh  Railway  Company. 


Rate  of  fare — East  McKeesport  to  East 
Pittsburgh. 
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930.  W.  H.  Cox  &  Company,  Rates     on    lumber    and    limestone — Oil 

vs.  City   to   various   points. 

Lake    Shore    &   Michigan    Southern 
Railway  Company. 

931.  White  Mills  Coal  Company  Refusal  to  deliver  coal  to  complainant's 

vs.  siding-. 

Erie  Railroad  Company. 

932.  E.   F.   Kredel  Inadequate     toilet     facilities     on     train 

vs.  operating  into  Pittsburgh. 

Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 

933.  H.    D.    Hoffman  Overcrowded  condition  of  cars  between 

vs.  Latrobe  and  Ligonier,  particularly  at 

Latrobe  Street  Railway  Company.  10   p.    m.    Saturdays. 

934.  H.    A.    Laudermilch  Insanitary  condition  of  car  of  excursion 

vs.  train — Lykens    to    Willow    Grove. 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

935.  D.    M.    Terkes  Rate   for   telephone   service   in   borough 

vs.  of  Milbourne. 

Bell  Telephone  Company   of  Penn- 
sylvania. 

936.  J.    Roy   Lovell  Alleged  collecting  of  excessive  mileage 

vs.  between   Bellwood   and   Glasgow. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad    Company. 

937.  E.    Fischer  Overcrowded  condition  of  cars  between 

vs.  the  hours  of  5  and  7  p.  m. 

W^ilkes-Barre  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

938.  J.  C.  Kistler  Discriminatory  rate  of  fare  from  HouS- 

vs.  ton. 

Pittsburgh  Railways  Company. 

939.  Residents  in  the  vicinity  of  Smith's    Recusal     to     establish     side     track     At 

Crossing  Smith's  Crossing, 

vs. 
Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 

940.  Herman   P.    Roeper  Transfer  privileges. 

vs. 
Reading  Transit  Company. 

941.  Johnstown  Telephone  Company  Furnishing    telephone    service    to    buSi- 

vs.  ness    houses    at    residence   rates. 

Central   District   &   Printing   Tele- 
graph Company. 

942.  Johnstown  Chamber  of  Commerce    Refusal  to  accept  shipments  of  freight 

vs.  to  Jerome. 

Baltimore   &   Ohio   Railroad   Com- 
pany. 
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943.    Johnsonburg  Machine  Company  Alleged  discriminatory  switching  charge 

^  at  Johnsonburg. 

Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 

•U4.    J.    Hamilton    Small  Double  collection  of  express  charges  on 

Adams   Express   Company.  shipment  from   Philadelphia  to   York. 

945.  T.   AV.    Fousen 

vs.  Service  and  equipment  on  Willow  Grove 

Philadelphia    Rapid    Transit    Com-        Line, 
pany. 

946.  George    E.    Miller,    et   al.,  Protest    against   regulation   requiring  a 

vs.  blind    man    to    be    accompanied    by    a 

Pennsylvania   Railroad  Company.  caretaker. 

94  7.    Parke   E.    Shee  Failure   to   provide    drinking   water    on 

vs.  trains. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

948.  S.  E.  Whitmer  Use   of    tracks    on    borough    streets   for 

vs.  switching  purposes. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad    Company. 

949.  Manufacturers  Association  of  I^n-    Excessive  rate  on  bituminous  coal  from 

caster  Clearfield  District   to   Lancaster, 

vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad    Company. 

950.  Harry    E.    Bellis,    and    Northwest    Rate   on    anthracite   coal   into   the   City 
Business  Men's  Association,  et  al.,         of  Philadelphia. 

vs.  - 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway  ^ 

Company. 

951.  Blair  Lumber  Company  Excessive    rate    on    ties    compared   with 

vs.  rates  on  lumber. 

Ligonier  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

952.  Pennsylvania   ParafRne    Works,    et    Excessive    rate   on    oil — Walford    to   Ti- 

al.,  tusville. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania    Company, 
Pennsylvania  Railroad   Company. 

953.  H.  W.  Tate  Alleged  discriminatory  rate  from  Curry 

vs.  Run  to  Philadelphia  as  compared  with 

American    Express   Company.  rate  from  Mehaffey  to  Philadelphia. 

954.  C.    A.    Thompson  Demurrage    charges. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad   Company. 

955.  J.  Wilson  Walck  Petition    for   crossing   to   complainant's 

vs.  property. 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 
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„      ^  „,  Petition  for  night  street  car  service  be- 

956.    H.  C.  Cassell,  et  al.,  '^'een  Harrisburg  and  Hummelstown. 

Central      Pennsylvania      Traction 
Company. 

Alleged  dangerous  condition  in  permit- 
95..    George  E.  Kiatt  ^.^^   ^^.^.^^    ^^    ^^^^    passenger   trains 

Pennsy'ania   Railroad    Company.  standing   at   Chestnut   Street   Station. 

Allegheny. 


958.    G.    Sener  &  Sons,   et  al., 
vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad    Company, 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 


Freight    station  facilities  at  Lancaster. 


^    ^   ^  .  „i  Freight  station  facilities  at   Juniata. 

959.  N.  E.  Roher,  et  al.,  ricioHL 

vs. 
Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 

960.  L.    J.    Culbertson        ,  Insufficient   heat   in   vestibules    of   cars. 

vs. 
Northwestern    Pennsylvania    Rail- 
way Company. 

961     Ohio   iron   &  Metal   Company  Rate  on  scrap  iron-Steelton  to  Johns- 

vs.  town. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 

^^  Discrimination   in   car   distribution. 

vs. 
Huntingdon    &    Broad    Top    Moun- 
tain Railroad  &  Coal  Company. 

936     Edgar  P.   Hamilton  Discrimination    in    rates    for    telephone 

service, 
vs. 

Cumberland       Valley        Telephone 
Company. 

.   „        .    „.  Delay  to  train  No.  49— Annville  to  Har- 

964.    Albert   Barnhart  ^^ia.y  x 

risburg. 

vs. 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 

,6S.    T..oao,..    Ga^^.,ew,..    et    a,.,  Be.u.aUons^   ^  .ove™i„.       .oa«„.     o, 

vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 

966.  Samuel   J.   Rowe  Delivery    limits. 

vs. 
Adams  Express  Company. 

„    .^   ,  Inadequate  service  on  miners'  train  be- 

967.  George  Brubaker  ^ween  Trevorton  and  Dunkleberger. 


vs. 

Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway 
Company. 
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968.    Citizens  of  Homeville  '        Inadequate  service  and  equipment, 

vs. 
Pittsburgh   Railways  Company. 


569.    H.  A.   Surface  Damage   to   shipment    of   peaches   from 

vs.  Sycamore    to    Harrisburg. 

Adams  Express  Company. 


970.    William  J.  Koebel  Failure  to  stop  at  landing  on  display  of 

Ys  signals. 

Lake  Transit  Company. 


871.    Catherine  D.  Smith  Unheated  vestibules   of  car. 

vs. 

Allentown     &     Reading     Traction 

Company, 
Reading    Transit    Company. 

972.    Belt-Mont  Board  of  Trade  Service  and  condition  of  cars  on  Beltz- 

vs.  hoover   Division. 

Pittsburg  Railways  Company. 


973.    C.   C.   Payne  Overcrowded  cars  morning  and  evening, 

vs. 
Chambersburg,        Greencastle        & 
Waynesboro        Street       Railway 
Company. 

"974.    Residents      of      Locust      Gap      and    Excessive  far^ — Locust  Gap  to  Mt.  Car- 
vicinity,  mel. 
vs. 

Shamokin      Mt.      Carmel      Transit 
Company. 

•975.    C.    H.    Palmer  Rate    on    coal    from   Moosic    to   Strouds- 

vs.  burg. 

Wilkes-Barre   &   Eastern   Railroad 
Company. 


"976.    Cornplanter   Refining  Company  Failure  to  furnish  tank  cars, 

vr. 
Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 

977.  McKeespo(rt  Chamber  of  Commerce    Inadequate    service   Duquesne   and  Mc- 

vs.  Keesport. 

Pittsburgh    Railways    Company. 

978.  W^omen's   Club   of  Aspinwall  Insanitary  condition  of  car.* 

vs. 
Allegheny    Valley    Street    Railway 
Company. 


979.    Harry   E.   Snyder  Rates    on    potatoes — Harrisburg    to    Le- 

vs.  moyne. 

Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company. 
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^'^.    Residents     of     Wilkes-Barre     and    Inadequate    service, 
vicinity. 

vs. 

Wilkes-Barre   &  Eastern  Railroad 
Company. 


981.    L.  H.  Conrad,  et  al., 
vs. 
Lehigh  Valley   Railroad   Company. 


Inadequate  train  service  during-  winter 
months  betvs^een  Wilkes-Barre  and 
White    Haven. 


982.    Excelsior  Brass  works 

vs.  Rate  on  coal — ^Duncan   to  Reading. 

Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 


983.    Tressler,   Schlegel   &   Company 
vs. 
Philadelphia    &    Reading    Railway     Refused    to    deliver    shipments    at    Otto 
vJompany.  unless    prepaid. 


984.    Indiana    Foundry    Company,    Lim-    Excessive    rate    on    coke — Graceton    to 
ited.  Indiana, 

vs. 
Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company. 


985.  Towanda    Business    Men's    Associa-     Insufficient   light   mail   service, 
tion 

vs. 
Lehigh  Valley   Railroad  Company. 


986.    Terminal  Coal   Company 
vs. 
Pennsylvania   Railroad    Company. 


Demurrage    charges. 


987.    W.   B.    Bell  Alleged    insufficient    clearance    between 

vs.  cars  and  side  of  bridge  at  New  Castle 

Pennsylvania    Railroad    Company  Plant    of    Carnegie    Steel    Company. 


988.    Chas.  H.  Mitchell 
vs. 
Lehigh   Valley    Transit   Company. 


989.   Kolb's  Bakery 
vs. 
Quick  Delivery  Express  Company. 


Lack   of  protection   at   grade   crossing. 


Excessive     rate    for    transportation    of 
bread. 


990.    John   T.  Rider 
vs. 
Erie    Railroad    Company. 


Regulation  requiring  duplex  tickets  to 
be  mailed  for  redemption  to  New 
York  City. 


991.    Clarence  H.  C.  Bartlett  Inadequate  service. 

vs.  Lack   of  protection   for   motormen. 

Philadelphia   Railways    Company. 


992.    A.   L.   Stevens 

vs. 
Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company. 


Alleged   discrimination    in   car  distribu- 
tion. 
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Insufficient  heat  in  cars. 

993.    C.   M.  Henderson 
vs. 
Philadelphia    Rapid    Transit   Com- 
pany. 

994     Board     of    Trade     of     Borough    of     Failure  to  extend  lines  into  and  to  Falls 
Falls  Creek  Creek, 

vs. 
DuBois  Electric   &  Traction  Com- 

pany. 

'  Rate  on  mixed  carload  of  apples,  pota- 

995.  W.  W.  Galvin  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^.^^^  ^^^^^^  Clark's  Mills  to 

vs. 
Lake   Shore   &  Michigan   Southern        Jamestown. 

Railway  Company. 

^r-,T  -D^,^^  Inadequate  service. 

996.  William  Repp 

vs. 
Scranton  Railway  Compatiy. 

997.  The  Miller  Construction  Company    Demurrage  charges  on  private  can 

vs. 
Pittsburg,     Shawmut    &    Northern 
Railrof-d   Company. 
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No.  780. 


CHARLES   FITZIMMONS   vs.   PITTSBURGH   AND   BUTLER 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Crafton,  averred  that  respondent  did  not  enforce 
their  rules  regulating  the  operations  of  their  railroad,    to  the  great  danger  of  their 

patrons. 

Respondent  averred  that  their  operating  rules,  nppioved  by  the  Commission .  in 
a  former  case,  were  in  force,  and  referred  to  the  fact  that  they  have  not  had  any 
serious  accident  as  proof  that  their  raihvay  was  operated  in  a  safe  and  proper 
way;  they  retiuested  that  complainant  name  specific  instances  of  violation  of  rules, 
.so  as  to  enable  them  to  make  a   proper  investigation. 

Complainant  was  forwarded  a   copy  of  the  answ-r  and  requested  to  furnish  the 

information  desired. 

As  he  failed   to  comply  or  make  any  f\uther  move,    the  case  was  closed. 


No.  78L  ^ 

PITTSBURGH    METER    COMPANY    vs.    ADAMS    EXPRESS 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  engaged  in  business  at  lOnst  TMttsburgh.  averred  that  a  charge, 
made  by  Respondent,  of  six  dollars  for  transporting  two  water  meters,  weighing 
jointly  "twelve  iiundred  pounds,  from  East  l'ittsl)urgh  to  Trafford  City,  a  distance 
of  4.8  miles,  was  unreasonable,  because  the  rate  (barged  by  respondent  for 
transporting  a  like  couimodity  from  East  rittshuri;b,  to  Pittsburgh,  a  distance  of 
12.1  miles  is  but  six  dollars. 

Respondent  stnted,  in  reply,  that  the  shipment  complained  about  had  been  made 
in  1910,  almost  two  years  prior  to  date  of  complaint;  that  the  shipment  was  one 
which  naturally  would  hav«>  been  made  by  freight  had  not  expedition  in  delivery 
been  necessary,  for  which  reason,  the  obtaining  of  passenger  train  service  instead 
of  freight  train  service,  the  rate  cliarged  was  just  and  reasonable. 
A  copy  of  respondent's  answer  was  sent  complainant  for  comment. 
Upon  receipt  of  reply,  and  after  careful  consideration,  complainant  was  ad- 
vised,  as  follows: 

lliis  Commission  1ms  under  considerntion  your  favor  of  the  27th 
ultimo,  commentinu-  ui)on  the  answer  of  the  Adams  Express  Company 
to  your  comi)laint,  and  we  conclude  from  its  tenor  that  you  do  not 
desire  a  hearing  in  thp  matter  and  have  no  other  bnsis  for  your  charge 
of  unreasonableness  than  the  comparison  which  you  make  of  express 
rates  on  similar  shipments  Ixtween  other  points  in  and  around  Pitts- 
burgh,   specified    in   your   letter.  . 

The   Commission   does  not  regard   these  comparisons  as   a   sufficient 
basis   for  a    recommendation    that   tlie   anjoimt  charged  ,vou   M^as  e^- 
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cessire.  Exprpss  Aites  are  uot  deteimiued  only  upon  the  mileage 
basis,  like  passenger  fares  on  the  railroads,  but  have  regard  for  the 
amount  of  service  required  in  effecting  shipment  as  well  as  the  distances 
transported  and  unless  difference  in  distance  is  too  great,  charges 
ordinarily  for  shipments  of  the  same  class  of  goods  by  expressage 
for  all  points  embraced  within  a  certain  zone  or  locality  are  the  same. 

The  service  of  the  Express  Company  in  the  receipt  and  loading, 
and  unloading  and  delivery,  of  any  article  is  practically  the  same 
whether  that  article  be  transported  one  mile  or  fifty,  so  that  the 
charge  is  rather  for  the  service  rendered  than  for  the  distance  the 
article  may  be  carried. 

In  this  particular  instance  the  Pittsburgh  Meter  Company  was 
charged  the  same  rate  for  transportation  for  4.S  miles  as  it  seems 
it  would  have  been  charged  had  the  distance  been  between  Braddock 
and  Pittsburgh — 10.1  miles — or  between  East  Pittsburgh  and  Pitts- 
burgh, a  distance  of  12.1  miles,  and  we  do  not  regard  the  difference 
in  distance  between  the  points  named  and  that  embraced  in  the 
shipment  complained  about  as  any  material  matter  in  determining 
the  rate. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  you  have  nothing  but  the  comparisons 
mentioned  to  present  to  the  Commission  in  support  of  your  con- 
ti-ntion  that  the  charge  is  excessive,  the  Commission  is  of  the 
opinion  that  that  would  not  be  sufficient  to  base  a  recommendation 
of  the  character  desired  and  your  complaint  is,   therefore,   dismissed. 


% 


No.  782. 

SAMUEL  H.  NACE,  ET  AL.  vs.  VALLEY  TRACTION 

COMPANY. 


Complainants  averred  that  they  are  residents  of  Marysville,  Perry  County,, 
and  are  employed  as  car  repair  men  by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  at  thei, 
Enola  shops ;  that  their  only  means  of  going  to  and  from  their  works  is  on  the 
cars  of  the  respondent;  that  the  car  sen'ice  is  inadequate,  the  cars  poorly  ventilated 
and  heated  and  that  respondent  discriminates  against  residents  of  Marysville 
working  at  Enola  in  favor  of  residents  of  Harrisburg  employed  in  the  same 
works . 

Respondent  denied  the  charges  of  inadequacy  and  discrimination  and  stated  that 
the  cars  in  use  are  of  the  same  construction  as  cars  used  in  similar  service  by  other 
passenger  railway  companies  in  Pennsylvania. 

Following  the  receipt  of  a  copy  of  respondent's  answer,  complaint  was  with- 
drawn . 

No.  783. 

PENNSYLVANIA  LIGHTING  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVA- 
NIA RAILROAD  COMPANY,  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ- 
ING RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants'  pl&ot  is  located  on  a  branch  of  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Rail- 
way near  to  and  south  of  the  borough  of  Shamokin ;  the  averment  was  made  that 
the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company  refused  to  transfer  and  deliver 
coal  to  their  plant  obtained  from  mines  located  long  the  line  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad,   accompanied  with  a  request  for  relief. 

Respondents    denied    that    they    had    refused    to    receive,    transport    and    deliver 
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the  coal  referred  to;  stated  that  the  rates  for  such  transportation  were  the  rates 
of  the  initial  carrier  from  the  mines  to  Shamokin  plus  the  switching  charges  of 
the  delivering  carrier. 

Copies  of  the  answers  filed  were  sent  to  complainants  and  it  was  suggested 
that  they  take  the  mattor  up  with  the  respondents  and  inform  the  Commission 
of  the  results  obtained. 

Complainants  replied  that  on  taking  the  matter  up  with  respondents  they  had 
been  quoted  a  rate  of  sixty-five  cents  per  gross  ton  for  transporting  coal  from  the 
mine  from  which  it  was  desired  to  obtain  coal,  located  on  the  line  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  to  their  plant,  located  on  the  line  of  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading 
Railway;  that  the  quoted  rate  was  prohibitive,  excessive  and  unreasonable,  con- 
sidering the  fact  that  the  mine  was  not  over  one  mile  distant  from  their  plant. 

After  some  further  correspondence  a  time  and  place  for  a  hearing  was  named; 
respondents  were  represented  at  the  hearing,  but  complainant  was  not.  In  answer 
to  a  telephone  call  the  Commission  was  informed  that  the  complainants  would  not 
appear  or  send  a  representative,  therefore,  the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  784. 

J.  S.  HINER  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY  and 
BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


As  complainant  made  no  reply  the  case  was  released. 

Complainant,  a  resident  of  Buffalo  Milla,  Bedford  County,  averred  that  re- 
spondents were  derelict  because  they  failed  to  provide  heated  oars  in  winter  and 
refrigerator  cars  in  summer  for  the  preservation  of  fruits  and  vegetables,  as  an 
accommodation  for  shippers  of  less  than  carload  lots ;  also  that  the  rates  charged  by 
the  respondents  were  excessive. 

Complainant  was  informed  that,  so  far  as  the  Commission  had  knowledge,  rail- 
road companies  did  not  furnish  heated  or  refrigerator  cars  for  less  than  carload 
lots;  that  if  they  were  required  to  do  so  the  probability  is  that  the  rates  would  be 
prohibitive ;  that  if  complainant  was  prepared  to  show  that  Ihe  rates  in  effect  were 
excessive  or  unreasonable  a  hearing  would  be  arranged  when  that  question  would 
be  fully  investigated. 


No.  785. 


JAMES   T.    HEFFRAN   vs.   PITTSBURG,   CINCINNATI,   CHI- 
CAGO AND  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  the  Coroner  of  Washington  County,  filed  with  the  Commission  a 
copy  of  the  findings  of  an  inquest  which  inquired  into  the  cause  of  the  death  of 
one  Alexander  Buchonas. 

The  decedent,  while  in  the  act  of  crossing  the  tracks  of  the  respondent  at 
McDonald,    Washington   Cpunty,    was   struck   by   a   train   and   killed. 

3_26— 1913. 
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The  iuquest  found  that  the  action  was  occasioned  by  the  failure  of  the  respondent 
to  provide  a  safe  way  for  the  use  of  pedestrians  in  crossing  their  tracks  at 
that  point. 

Respondent  staled  tlial  tiie  only  method  by  which  a  safe  way  over  their 
tracks,  at  this  point.  ( ould  ho  pn)vided  woukl  be  Ijy  the  construction  of  tunnels  and 
stairways,  which  is  iinpractical)h'  I)ccause  lh(>  subway  wouhl  be  below  the  water 
level  hhkIi  of  the  time;  that  tin-  rcspundcMt  endeavors  to  safeguard  passengers  by 
having  all  tr;iins  wliicli  stop  at  McDonald  announced  as  they  approcah  the  sta- 
tion, and,  further,  by  re(|uii'ing  all  trains  to  apprt)ach  that  station  prepared  to  stop 
in  case  other  trains  are  recci\ing  or  discharging  passengers;  that  the  accident 
under  consideration  lesulted  I'rom  (Icccdent  stepping  uiwn  tlie  track  in  front  of  an 
approaching  train,    Ihougli  warned  by  employes  of  resi)ondcnt  of  his  danger. 

A  copy  of  the  reply  was  sent  to  the  complainant  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  787. 

JUSTUS  V.   HERSHEY  vs.    CENTRAL   PENNSYLVANIA 

TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complainant  requested  the  rommission  to  issue  an  order  to  the  respondent 
requiring  them  to  prohibit  passengers  from  riding  on  the  rear  platform  of  their 
passenger  cars. 

The  Commission  called  tlie  attention  of  respondent's  officials  to  this  complaint, 
and  requested  that  conductors  be  directed  to  prevent  such  crowding  of  the  rear 
platforms  of  cars  as  will  interfere  with  the  entrance  and  exit'  of  passengers. 

Respondent  stated  that  riding  ujion  the  rear  platform  is  prohibited,  except 
during  rush  hours  when  it  is  almost  impossible  to  prevent  crowding. 

Complainant  was   furnished   with   a    copy  of   the  answer  in   connection   with   the 

following  ruling: 

t 

The  Commission  believes  that  the  attitude  of  the  public,  at  the 
the  present  time,  will  not  warrant  iit  in  making  an  order  prohibiting 
passengers  from  riding  on  the  rear  platforms  of  cars,  and  that  such 
an  order  could  not  be  enforced,  as  considerable  difficulty  was  ex- 
perienced in  enforcing  the  order  prohiliiting  i)assengers  from  riding 
on  front  platforms,  but  believes  that  all  the  companies  are,  so  far 
as  possible,  keeping  the  rear  platform  from  being  so  crowded  as  to 
interfere  with  the  entrance  to  and  exit  from  the  car. 


No.  788. 

A.  E.  KREAMER  AND  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Snnbury,  averred  that  the  respondent  charged 
one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents  per  ton  for  conveying  ties,  by  the  carload,  from 
Kipp's  Run  and  Wolverton  to  Northumberland,  while  the  rate  to  Shamokin,  a 
longer  haul,  is  but  seventy  cents  per  ton;  all  the  points  named  being  on  the  line 
of  respondent. 


^.„     .,0  pEXX..XVAN-IA.STATKKAU,ROAD  COMMISSION. 

g„de..      A   '«'">'  •■'^  I  ^;^Xt.  compl»iu«t  of  >va.  .ea.le.-ed  and  accepted  a, 


No.  789. 


1       c    PFNNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
r    L    FOSTER  et  al.,  vs.  Pli.NrMbYi.vrtiNi^^ 

■  PANY. 


X-       lO-J    nf    rhe    Erie    Division    of    the    re- 
This    complainant    stated    that    tram    >o.    KX.    o     the  ^^^  ^^ 

.pondenfs   s.te.,    ---  --/^^X  "X^Dil^;:;.  of  same  s.stem, 
couneot  at  Irvmeton  ..th  t,a  n  >o^   .4  o  ^^  ,^-,,  f,,,,,,tly  late  and 

running  from  Ulean,    New  ^  oik     to  OH  O  >  •  ^^.^  ^^^  ^^.^.^^1 

the  scheduled  connection  not  made,  '---  ^^^^^  ^Ivenience  of  passenger.. 
of  train  No.   W:^.  at  the  junction  point,    to  the  „redt  inc 

and  requested  relief.  ^^3    ^.,^„^^,,.t,d    at   Emporium 

Respondent    answered    by    stating        at    t  Pennsylvania;    to  Buf- 

Junction   with   a   through   train   -"-"■\*'^"    .'  "^';,^  connecting  trai^l   No.   103. 

falo.   New  York,  and  that  ^^^^^^  ^^;^  :^'' ^^^  X^ZUoU.,  by  a  holding 

.as  necessarily  ^--  ^^^^Z;^:  ^^    '  ^^    '  inl:lience  a   much  larger  number 
limit  at   Irvineton,    beyond   that   limit  yuic  ^^^^   ^^   ^^^^^ 

of  passengers   than   would    be    accommodated,    because    tiain 

'-['-^-%7r^^:::r:^":::'?'mi;!:s;on  advised  complamants  that  the 
.^.:'Z::^tTl.n.  .n  .hat  ..1.  be  expected  in  rendering  satis- 
factory  train  sen'ice. 


No.  790. 


CITY  OF  ALTOONA  vs.  THE  ALTOONA  AND  LOGAN 

i^^S^K^N^OK^K^Iil^^^^A?^^^^^^^^^^^ 
RAILWAYS  COMPANY. 

C,,„,.aI.,a,,.ave.^.I,a..beA,.....^^^^^^^^ 

'■-""/  »',"'•"•    Tn.^'l/'Z^      ,"":^Z^^   A,U. «..,.U...   and 

Allegheny   Logan,    the   (  ity   ot   Ai  oona ,  v.,ssen<'er    Railway    Com- 

„any  o„erale,  a  h.ic  ot  ,».l»a  s     .0.  tu«  t        1  A.nerican  Railway. 
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Kleotric  Railway  Company  and  the  City  Passenger  Railway  Company;  that  the  Al- 
toona  &  Logau  Valley  Electno  Railway  Company  opi-rntes  a  line  of  railway  extending 
from  Eleventh  Street  in  the  City  of  Altooua.  thn.ush  tho  Roroush  of  Juniata  and  the 
townships  of  T.ogan  and  Antis,   to  n  point  ou  the  enst.wn  lino  of  the  Borough  of  Bell- 
wood,  a  distance  of  (J.9S  miles,  and  .■hargo  fifteen  rents  per  passenger  on  this  part  of 
the  trip;   Uience,    from  said  point  in  the  Borough  of  Bellwood,    through   the  town- 
ship of  Snyder,  to  the  passenger  station  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  in  the  Borough 
of  Tyrone,  a  distance  of  7.63  miles,  and  charge  ten  cents  per  passenger  on  this  por- 
tion of  the  line,   although  the  distance  is  greater  than  from  Eleventh  Street  in  the 
City  of  Altoona  to  the  terminus  of  the  fare  zone  in  the  Borough  of  Bellwood-  that 
said   respondent   issue   special    tickets,    good   only   between   Tyrone   and   Bellwood 
at  the  rate  of  eight  and  one-third  cents  per  trip  and  declines  to  issue  or  sell  ticket^ 
at  the  same  rate,  good  for  passage  between  Bellwood  and  the  City  of  Altoona-  that 
the  cars  of   i^spondent,    operated  over  what   is   known   as   the  Hollidaysburg'line 
run   to   Eleventh   Street  and   Eleventh   Avenue   in   the   City  of   Altoona,    the  poini 
of   junction    with    the   cars    running   to    Bellwood   and   Tyrone;    and   although    re- 
spondent owns  and  operates  both  lines,   they  refues  to  issue  transfers  from  one  to 
the   other;    that   The   American    Railways   Company   controls,    owns   and    operates 
The  City  Passenger  Railway  Company,    which  occupies  numerous  highways  of  the 
City  ot  Altoona  with  its  line  of  rs^ilway,    which  intersects  the  line  of  the  Altoona 
&  Logan   Valley   Electric  Railway  Company,    also  owned  by   The  American   Rail- 
ways  Company   at   many    points   within   said   City,    nevertheless,    said    Companies 
refuse  to  issue  transfer  to  passengers,    so  as   to   enable  them   to  change  from   the 
cars  of  one  line  to  those  of  the  other  without  being  obliged  to  pay  an  additional  fare  • 
further,    that  in  charging  the  higher  rate  of  fare  from  Altoona  to  Bellwood  than 
from    Bellwood    to    Tyrone,     although    the    distance    between    the    former    points 
IS  less ;   in   refusing  to  sell  special  tickets  for  use  between  Bellwood  and  Altoona 
while   selling  such    tickets  for  use   between   Bellwood   and   Tyrone  and   refusing  to 
issue   the   transfers   named    respondent   discriminates   and   is   guilty   of  unjust   and 
unreasonable  acts. 

The    Altoona    &    Logan    Valley    Electric    Railway    Company    admitted    that    the 
American   Railways  Company  is  the  owner  of  all  of  its  capital  stock,   but  averred 
that   it,    ITie   Altoona    &    Logan    Valley    Electric   Rail,^y   Company,    owned    and 
operated   all  the  lines  of  street  railway   referred   to  in   the  complaint,    having  ac- 
quired   the    corporate   property   and    franchises   of   The   City      Passenger   Railway 
Company   and    the   Tyrone   Electric   Railway   Company,    which   formerly   operated 
a  Ime  extending  from   the  eastern  line  of  the  Borough   of  Bellwood  to  the  Penn- 
sylvania   Railroad   station,    in    the    Borough    of   Tyrone;    that    the    rates    of   fare 
charged   and    collected   by   respondent   have   been    in    force    many   years      were   ad- 
justed  and   charged   by   the   original   company   operating  these  several  lines   bofo-e 
their   consolidation   and   when   owned   and   operated   by   totally   different  interests- 
that    the    rates    of    fare    collected    are    just    and    reasonable;    that    the    low    rate' 
special    ticket   in   use   between    Bellwood   and   Tyrone   is   a   concession   which    wai 
granted  by  the  original  company,   and,    w,hile  too  low  to  be  justifiable,    is  binding 
upon   respondent;   that  to  attempt  to  change  the  fare  zones   would  work  hardship 
on   some    patrons,    while    they    could   not,    in   justice    to   the    operating   company 
be  so  changed  as  to  reduce  the  fare  between  Bellwood  and  Altoona,   between  which 
points  regular  patrons  can  have  the  benefit  of  a  twelve  cent  fare,   by  purchasing  a 
commutation  ticket  good  within  the  month;  that  there  is  no  more  reason  that  re 
spondent  should  issue  transfers  between   the  Hollidaysburg  line  and  the  Bellwood 
Tyrone  Line,   at  Altoona,   than  there  is  that  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company 
with  whom  they  are  in  competition,    should  issue  a  free  transfer  at  Altoona  from 
one  of  their  trains  to  another,  operated  between  the  same  points. 


No.   20.        PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  ilAlLROAD  COMMISSION.  -^^ 

FoUowiug  a  thorough  investigation  and  a  hearing,    the  commission  filed  the  fol- 
lowing: 

OPINION. 

After  earefuUy  .  ei.lun,   ^^^  J^^'y^^^y'^l^^^  t^^l/h^ 
City  of  Altoona  -^■.■^'';^'^J':^^^,^t^^l^a  connection,    the       " 
pany  and  viewing  ^^^^'^'"^  ';'^ -^^f  \Vit  the  schedule  of  fares  adopted  by 
Commission  is  ot  the  opinion   ^'^'^'^  .^"f^  ^^"H"' "^'^^eetive   zones   is  not 
the   respondent   upon  ^^\!^f'^'^^,^^^Z-/^^^^^  feel  justified, 

SaS^^^S^ef^^r:?^   X?:n;^^sS5ent\o   its  Matrons; 
and;  therefore,    the  case  is  dismissed. 

No.  791. 


TOSEPH   B.   SMITH   vs.   PHILADELPHIA  RAPID   TRANSIT 
•^  COMPANY. 


....ari   th-At  the  service  on   the   Columbia  Avenue  Division  of  the 
Complainant  averred   that  tne  seivite  "  ^  .  o'clock   in   the 

respondent's   system   was   inadequate,    especially   from    .  :oO   to   8.00   o  clock 

"  Reipondent  answered  that  more  care  were  in  service  on  the  Division  complained 

h^rthan  had  been  in  use  the  previous  year  and  all  the  respondent  could  spare, 

Ltirg  dlolof  other  portions  of  their  system,   until  a  large  order  for  new 


"compTainant"was  mailed  copy  of  the  respondent's  answer  and  advised  that  until 
respondenHlived  the      additional  equipment   referred   to   the   Commission   would 

not  be  able  to  render  any  aid. 

Ill  o^the  letters  of  the  Commission  addressed  to  the  complainant  were  returned 

undelivered,   wherefore,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  792. 


ALFRED  STEIGERWALT  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred   that   the   respondent   was  derelict  in  not  providing  a  suffi- 

Lompiainani  a  nnrnoses     and  in  not  maintaining  an  agent 

cient  station  for  passenger  and  freight  purposes,   auu  m       u  _       v.-.4-wo»n 

at  West   Penn.    a  point  on   the  respondent's  line;   that  the  tram  service  between 

Pottsville  and  Lizard  Creek  Junction  was  inadequate. 

Respondent,    in   their   reply,    offered   to   place   a   station   of   the   kind   desired  a 
West  Penn  and   employ  and  maintain  an  agent  at  that  P^-- /^/^^"^;.  ^^'^^ 
charge  of  inadequate  train  service,   averred  that  the  service  rendered  was  adequate 
and  was  operated  upon  a  schedule  made  pursuant  to  a  suggestion  of  the  Commis 
sion  made  in  the  case  of  .Tulian  Pilgrim,  et  ah,  office  file  No.  282. 

On   receipt   of  copy  of  answer  complainant   approved   the   proposition   made  and 
withdrew  that  portion  of  complaint  which  charged  inadequate  train  service. 
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No.  793. 

W.  H.  COX  &  COMPANY  vs.  WESTERN  ALLEGHENY  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complaiuant  statod  that  t\\..  <;iiloa(l.s  of  lumber  were  shipped  to  them  from  Isle, 
a  station  on  Die  line  of  respondenCs  road  and  were  billed  to  Pittsburgh;  that 
while  these  cai-s  remained  iu  the  yard  at  Isle  the  destination  had  been  changed  to 
VVoodlawn  and  bill  of  lading  issued  accordingly;  that  on  receipt  of  shipments  at 
Woodlawn  they  were  charged  di'murrage  and  reconsignment,  which  they  averred 
to  be  unreasonable  and  unjust,  and  requested  that  a  recommendation  directing 
refund  of  the  overcharge  be  made. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  shipments  referred  to  had  been  moved  and  had 
passed  inlo  the  Imnds  of  a  (■(.nnecting  carrier  in  the  transportation  before  any 
change  in  destination  was  made:  that,  therefore,  respondent  was  not  responsible 
for  the   error  \\hich  had   been   made  and    should   not   be  required   to  make   refund. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  comi)]ainants  and  they  were  advised  that,  unless 
they  disprove  tlie  statements  containe.l  in  the  answer,  the  complaint  would  be  dis- 
missed . 

As  the  necessary  proof  was  not  furnished,    the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  794. 

HILLSIDE     CEMETERY     COMPANY     vs.     PHILADELPHIA 
AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


The  complainant  averred  Ihnl  there  was  no  train  service  on  respondent's  line 
of  railroad,  ])et\veen  Pliiladelpliia  and  Itoslyn,  h.etween  tlir  hours  of  12:11  and 
.5:41  in  the  afternoon;  that  complainant  has  a  cemetei^  located  at  Roslyn  and 
for  the  accommodation  of  funeral  parties  and  others,  requested  that  the  schedule 
of  a  train  then  scheduled  to  leave  Itoslyn  at  .5:41  p.  m.,  be  changed  so  as  to 
leave  that  point  at  aliout  4:L'(;  p.    m. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  change  now  re(juested  had  been  made  during  th. 
winters  of  1010  and  li)l(t-ll,  at  the  instance  of  complainant,  but  was  regularly 
returned  to  the  present  schedule  during  the  summer  mouths;  that  uniform  and  fixed 
schedules  are  more  convenient  for  regular  patrons,  and  in  order  to  give  the  most 
satisfactory  service  to  constant  patrons  an  efiort  was  being  made  to  arrange  local 
service  on  uniform  fixetl  schedules,  for  which  i-eason  respondent  declined  to  make 
the  change  of  schedule  requested. 

After  a  careful  investigation  and  hearing,  the  Commission  rendered  the  fol- 
lowing: 

OPINION. 

The  complainant  in  the  above  matter  is  a  corporation  ownin"- 
and  eonductnig  a  cemetei-y  at  Roslyn  in  Montgomery  County,  in  this 
State.  It  has  been  in  existence  for  twentv-one  years,  and'  on  the 
average  in  the  course  of  each  month  twenty  funerals  proceed  from 
Philadeli'liia  to  Roslyn,  and  also  upon  (he  average  twenty  persons  at- 
tend each   funeral. 

The  railroad  of  the  respondent  corporation,  tlie  Philadelphia  and 
Reading  Railway  Company,  extends  to  Ivyland,  a  station  beyond 
Roslyn.  Ilatboro  is  another  station  upon  the  same  road  beyond 
Roslyn.  The  Respondent  Companv  fiirnislied  a  special  car"  for 
funerals    charging   Twenty    Dollars    {^20)    for    the    car   from    Philadel- 
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phia  to  Roslyn  and  :.turn     or  Fifteen  ^^^^^J^^l^^j^n    tt 
Irain    leaves    Philadelphia    at    -.4.3    P.     ^'-f    ]^^^      ,^here    it    stops. 
3:22    P.    M.,    and  .from    thf ^^    lui  s    to    ny^  p/  m..   and  there  is 
This  train  in  returning  reaches  Kosiyn  at  o.^j.  r  . 
no  other  intervening  train  oqth     1912,    and  March  12th, 

By  a  count  made  be  ween  ;T4"^^;^LL-s"upon  this  return  train,   when 
1912,   the  average  numbei  of  P^ssen^ei^  upo  persons    on    each 

it    reached    Roslyn    was    ^^t^^onq  lO   and    1910 11      this    train    left 

day.      During   the  y^f^^^^^'J^^^fX  reach  Roslyn  at  4.26  P.   M. 
Ivyland  at  such  a  time  as  e^aoie"  it  lo  .  ^^^^,_ 

but  during  the  last  winter,    the  *  "^e, J^^^f  \f  '^ J  l^^te  in  the  afternoon 
The  complainant  contends  that  the  time    s  to  _  .^  ^^  ^hich 

-for  the  accommodation  of  the  /, "^^^^^^  ^^^  train,    and  are  com- 

^^h^nSfmony  shows  that  the  -fents  of  Ivyland  and  Ha tboro 
S^tSfl^^-^^^B^  come 

-  ^-^^3S^li^b^-  Xr  diSM 
are  accommodated  b}  othei  J^'^'^j^^  j^e  of  this  train;  and  since 
appear   to  have   little   "^edfoi    the   s.i vice   oi  requested 

fo^i-   two   winters   the   responden     ran   J   tiain   at.^^.^^    ^^^^^    ^^^^ 

by  the  complainan  ,  'tJ'PP^'^^;^  i*^i^,„t  limits  this  request  to  the 
plainant    i^,:'"«tified.      The    c^upmin  ^^^^  recommends  to  the  re- 

winter  months,    and  th^  J^","^™/,f^'n°   train    at    such    an    hour   as   ^ylll 
spondent    that    it    run    the    if""],i^-    t^^^\"      \„   the  afternoon   during    ^ 
enable  it  to   reach   Ros  yn  at^4  -o  i  .    -''■'^^  February,     March 

fn^d  ISrn^r  if^tSrSSes  Sn^S^V  with  respect  to  other  months, 
then  during  the  f  "od  so  agree^  ugm^^^  ^^.^^  arranging  a  new 

soh^erirrUtrS-^;;^tlf?l^  -tained    in    the 

fSSoing  opinion,   thus  closing  the  case. 


No.  795. 


ELIZABETH  HOOPER  REEVE  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID 

TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


romnlninant     a  resident  of  Camden,    New  Jersey,    protested   against  patrons  en- 
te^r  th       a^«'  of  respondent  carrying  with  them  lighted  cigars  or  cigarettes. 

Complainant    was    requested    to    fui.ish    move    specific    informat.on,    ^designating 
if   PCS  ible     the   car   or  at   least  the   time   of  day   and   the   route   upon   wh.ch   the 


alleged   offense   was  connuitted. 

As  no  reply  was  received  the  case  was  closed 


No.  796. 


E.  E.  STRENY  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  New  Albany,  averred  that  the  roadbed  from  Towanda 
to  Wilkes-Bnrre,  over  the  Bowman's  Creek  Branch  of  the  respondent,  was  in 
very  bad  condition,   as  a   result  .,f  which   wrecks  were  numerous. 

Respondent  answered  that  the  road  b^d  complaind  about  was  in  excellent  con- 
dition and  under  the  continuous  care  of  the  regular  number  of  section  crews;  that 
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for  a  period  of  moro  tliiiii  one  .year  Iheie  hnd  not  becu  a  siugle  accident  chargeable, 
to  a  defect  in  the  road  bed. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  tlio  complainant  with  information  tliat,  in  view 
of  the  completeness  of  the  answer,  it  was  necessary  that  he  furnish  proof  of  the 
correctness  of  his  contention. 

No  reply  having  been  received  the  case  was  closed. 


m.  797. 

HARRY  MURPHY  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Donaldson,  averred  that  the  respondent  did  not  have 
a  suitable  passenger  station  at  Blackwood,  a  point  on  respondent's  line,  there 
being  nothing  but  an  open  shed  for  the  protection  of  passengers. 

The  respondent,  having  been  notified  of  the  complaint,  ordered  the  construction 
of  a  closed  station  to  be  provided  with  heat  and  a  caretaker  to  keep  place  in 
proper  condition. 

As  this  satisfied  complainant  and  was  approved  by  the  Commission,  the  case  was 
closed . 


m.  799. 

H.  M.  McCREA  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY- 


Complainant  averred  that  the  passenger  station  at  Eagle  Rock,  a  point  on 
respondent's  line,    was  inadequate. 

Respondent,  for  answer,  stated  that  avranuements  had  been  made  to  impro\e 
the  station  conditions  complained  about.  ^ 

A  letter  to  the  complainant,  informing  him  of  the  contents  of  the  answer,  was 
returned  as  unclaimed,   after  which  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  800. 

BUTLER  ENGINE  AND  FOUNDRY  COMPANY  vs.  PITTS- 
BURGH, HARMONY,  BUTLER  AND  NEW  CASTLE 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  a  rate  of  fifteen  cents  per  hundred  weight  on  steam 
and  gas  engines  charged  by  the  respondent,  which  operates  a  line  of  street  railway 
between  Pittsburgh,  Butler  and  New  Castle,  was  excessive  as  compared  with  a 
rate  of  seven^and  one-half  cents  pei-  liiiiidred  weight  cliarged  hy  steam  railroads 
for   like   service. 

Complainant  was  advised  that,  if  they  were  able  to  substantiate  with  proofs 
that  the  charges  were  unreasonable,   the  Commission  would  consider  the  mattei'. 

No  reply  having  been  received   the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  801. 


BLUE  RIDGE  ENAMELED  BRICK  COMPANY. 


niis  complainant  averred  that  a  rate  of  two  dollars  por  ton  on  clay  transported 
from  Osceola  Mills,  Clearfield  County,  to  Sailorsburg,  Monroe  County,  as  com- 
pared with  a  rate  of  two  dollars  and  ten  cents  per  ton  on  manufactured  brick, 
between  the  same  points,    was  excessive  and  unreasonable. 

Complainant  was  requested  to  furnish  the  name  or  names  of  the  company  or 
..ompanies  which  made  the  transportation,  and  was  advised  that  rf  they  were 
prepared  to  show  that  the  rate  quoted  was  excessive  and  unreasonable,  the  Com- 
mission would   investigate  the  matter  fully. 

Complainant  replied  that  they  were  gathering  data  and  as  soon  as  same  was  ob- 
tained they  would  prosecute  the  complaint. 

Nothing  further  having  been  done  by  complainant,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  802. 

BOROUGH  OF  SHENANDOAH  vs.  SCHUYLKILL  RAIL- 
WAYS COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  bridge  of  the  respondent,  located  upon  a  private 
right-of-way  in  that  borough,    was  dangerous. 

Respondent,  attention  having  been  caUed  to  the  complaint,  repaired  the  bridge 
complained  about  in  such  manner  as  to  entirely  satisfy  the  engineer  of  complainant. 


No.  803. 

HENRY  F.  MICHELL  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  rate  of  .$2.00  per  ton,  charged  by  the  respondent,  on 
carload   of  manure   transported  from  Philadelphia   to  Jenkintown,    was   excessive 

and  requested  relief. 

After  some  correspondence,  complainant  informed  the  Commission  that  re- 
spondents had  adopted  a  through  rate  of  ifl.OO  per  ton  on  like  commodities  and 
made  this  rate  applicable  to  the  shipment  complained  of,   which  was  satisfactory  to 

complainant. 

The  Commission  approved  the  rate  and  closed  the  (?ase. 
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ITo.  804. 
S.  W.  FOX  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  aven-ed  that  on  a  shipnu-nt  of  household  goods  made  for  him  by 
respondent,  from  (Jriffith  Siding  to  Indi.-ma,  I'a.,  a  distance  of  thirty-seven 
miles,  he  was  obliged  to  pay  for  miuinuun  carload  weight,  the  charge  aggre- 
gating $19. -20,  while  other  shippers,  from  same  point,  had  been  granted  local 
rate,   and  requested  an  investigation. 

Respondeat  stated  that  shipment  was  made  from  a  station  known  as  Webster 
Griffith,  from  which  point  only  carload  freight  is  handled,  as  is  shown  by  pub- 
lished tariff;  that  shipper  was  informed  that  he  could  make  shipment  from  Twin 
Rocks  at  actual  weight,  but  if  he  desired  a  car  placed  at  Webster  Griffith  the  car- 
load minimum  rate  would  be  applied  ;  that  shipper  elected  to  load  at  Webster  Grif- 
fith, which  was  near  his  residence,  thus  saving  a  haul  of  his  goods  to  Twin  Rocks, 
as  well  as  some  extra  packing;  that  under  the  circumstances  the  charge  was 
proper  and  reasonable;  that  an  error  of  four  cents  per  pound  had  been  made  in 
the  rate  applied,  amounting  in  all  to  $4.80  less  than  should  have  been  charged 
under  published  tariff;  that,  in  view  of  the  expression  of  the  Commission  in 
similar  cases,  inasmuch  as  the  question  and  acceptance  of  the  rate  was  bona  fide, 
the  excess  due  should  not  be  collected  and  expressed  a  willingness  to  cancel  the  ex- 
cess  on   obtaining   the  approval    of  the   Commission. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  the  complainant  for  his  comment  thereon. 
As  he  did  not  reply,  the  case  was  closed  and  respondent  was  authorized  to  cancel 
the  due  underchai'ge . 


No.  805. 

JOHN    D.   BOGAR  AND   SONS   vs.   PENNSYLVANIA   RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residents  of  Ilerndon,  stated  that  on  a  shipment  of  a  carload 
of  mine  ties,  transported  by  respondent  from  Millerstown,  Perry  County,  to 
Shamokin,  the  chE|rge  was  $77.40,  which  charge  they  averred  to  be  excessive  and 
unreasonable. 

Respondent  stated  that  agent  at  shipping  point  had  applied  a  rate  of  $1.80, 
instead  of  the  proper  rate,  $1.75,  per  two  thousand  pounds,  which  resulted  in  an 
overcharge  to  the  amount  of  $2.15,  for  which  a  refund  was  tendered;  that  the 
rate  applied  in  correcting  charge  is  the  standard  rate  on  similar  commodities  be- 
tween the  points  of  shipment,  and  is  fair  and  just. 

As  complainant  failed  (o  furnish  additional  information  requested,  the  case  was 
closed . 
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No.  806. 


MARY    L     SCHNEIDER    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Tiona.  Warren  County,  engaged  in  teaehmg  schoo 
at  a  place  known  as  Roystone  Pnmping  Station,  on  the  respondents  line  stated 
that  two  eastbound  and  one  westbound  train  stop  at  this  stat.on  daily  on 
signal;  the  location  is  not  a  regular  tlag  station  wherefore  she,  as  wel  as  others, 
traveling  to  and  from  this  point  must  pay  fare  to  the  next  station  beyond  Roy- 
stone  Rumpin.'  Station,  three  miles  distant;  that  no  sort  of  shelter  is  provided  tor 
those  who  have  occasion  to  take  trains  at  this  point,. and  requested  relief. 

Respondent  stated  that  Roystone  Pumping.  Station  is  not  a  station  on  the  line 
of  their  railroad,  but  the  location  of  works  which  pump  gas  to  the  City 'ot 
Erie-  that  certain  trains  of  respondent  have  been  permitted  to  stop  at  this  point, 
chieflv  as  an  accommodation  to  tlie  employees  at  the  pumping  station;  that  the 
volume  of  travel  was  too  smaU  to  justify  establishing  a  regular  flag  station  at 
*that  point,  and  the  tilling  of  passenger  tariffs  in  connection  therewith. 

I^ter  on  the  request  of  the  Commission,  the  respondent  made  Roystone  a  flag- 
station  for  the  trains  which  heretofore  stopped  at  that  point  and  issued  the  neces- 
sary rate  tariffs. 

As  this  satisfied  complainant,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  807. 

EDGAR  CHRISTINE,  et  al.  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READ- 
ING RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  seventy-nine  in  number,  averred  that  they  were  regular  patrons 
of  the  Bethlehem  Branch  of  respondent's  system  and  have  employment  at  some 
point  on  respondent's  main  line  between  Lansdale  and  Philadelphia:  that  the 
earliest  train  thev  are  able  to  take  leaves  Lan.sdale,  the  junction  point,  at  <  :10 
a  m  and  arrives  at  the  Reading  Terminal,  Philadelphia,  at  8:09  n.  m.  :  that 
respondent  operated  a  train  which  left  Lansdale  for  Philadelphia  at  G :•-'<)  a.  m., 
and  requested  the  commission  to  i-quire  respondent  to  change  the  schedule  of  a 
train  scheduled  to  leave  South  Bethlehem  at  6:05  a.  m.,  and  reach  Lansdale  at 
7:07,    so   as   to   connect   with    respondent's   train   scheduled    to    leave   Lansdale    at 

6:20  a.  m.  ,       ,        •   . 

Respondent,  in  reply  stated  that  the  total  volume  of  traffic  from  local  points 
between  South  Bethlehem  and  Lansdale  was  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  installa- 
tion of  an  additional  train  ;  the  only  alternative  would  be  to  have  the  train  which 
then  left  South  Bethlehem  at  6:05  a.  m.,  leave  that  point  fifty  minutes  earUer, 
which  would  seriously  inconvenience  many  other  patrons. 

Following  an  investigation  and  hearing  by  the  Commission,  complainants  re- 
ported that  respondent  had  acceded  to  their  request,  incompliance  with  a  sug- 
gestion of  the  Commission,    thus  closing  the  case. 
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No.  808. 

WESTERN  MARYLAND  RAILWAY  COMPANY  vs.  PHILA- 
DELPHIA   AND    READING    RAILWAY    COMPANY. 


(.'omplainant  protested  against  an  increase  in  freight  rates,  made  by  the 
respoiidout,  oil  coinmodiliis  sliiitpcd  over  the  line  of  the  respondent  from  poiats 
at  which  the  Pennsylvania  Itailroad  Company  is  a  competitor  for  delivei-y  over  the 
line  of  complainant  at  points  where  it  comes  in  competition  with  tlie  same  com- 
pany. 

Complainant  was  advised  that,  if  it  ^vas  their  desire  to  have  the  commission 
afford  relief  from  the  operation  of  the  Act  of  Assembly  approved  June  4,  1888,  the 
Commission  had  no  authority  to  do  so;  its  jurisdiction  extending  only  to  the 
enforcement  of  the  law  and  not  to  its  evasion. 

Complainant  responded  that  they  had  been  informed  that  the  long  and  short 
haul  question  was  covered  by  the  State  Constitution,  and  withdrew  tiie  com- 
plaint. 


No.  809. 

GEORGE  A.  KELLY  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant  wrote  the  Commission  in  relation  to  rates  charged  by  the  re- 
spondent on  shipments  of  borax,  in  carload  lots  and  less  than  carload  lot,  from 
Pittsburgh  to  Lewistown  as  compared  with  the  rates  charged  by  respondent  on 
like  shipments  from  New  York  and  Buffalo  to  Lewistown. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  determine 
whether  or  not  a  rate  complained  against  is  excessive  or  unreasonable;  that  if  the 
rate  between  Pittsburg  and  Lewistown  was  deemed  exc^lsive  or  unreasonable  and 
complainant  was  prepared  to  substantiate  that  claim  by  proof,  the  Commission 
would  entertain  the  complaint. 

As  complainant  declined  to  prosecute  the  case  in  this  way,  it  was  closed. 


No.  810. 

W.    D.    BROUGHER    NET    COMPANY    vs.     CUMBERLAND 
VALLEY  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complaiuapt,  a  resident  of  Wellsville,  York  county,  averred  that  for  a  trans- 
portation of  empty  boxes,  weighing  4,300  pounds,  made  by  respondent,  from  llar- 
risburg  to  Dillsburg,  he  was  obliged  to  pay  local  rates  and  the  ageni  of  the  re- 
spondent refused  to  assist  in  unloading  the  goods,  claiming  that  the  classification 
under  which  shipment  was  made  did  not  impose  such  duty  upon  him. 

After  an  investigation  of  the  matter  complained  about,  complainant  was  in- 
formed that  he  was  bound  by  the  rules  which  govern  the  classification  under  which 
shipment  was  made,   and  the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  812. 

HAZLETON  BOARD  OF  TRADE  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


1  <h,f  thP  wim  service  between  the  City  of  Ilazleton  ami  the 

""rir'oTIbe  TiZtnt  »as  se«  .o  rt.e  .-espo^deut,  af.e.  which  co.plaina.t 
adiedThe  Colnslu  that  ...pondeu,  had  .a.isfaCon.y  adjusted  .he  .a..e,.  con,- 
plained  about.  


No.  813. 


JOHN   LYON  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA   RAILROAD   COMPANY. 

C..p,a.a„.  .a.ed  .ha.  --'^^^^Z  ^Lrr  ^I- ^  o'.' "Lt'" Ha'sa"; 

rr h"  !::irh  dTef  ."he'r:."    ao;.h«.  a.d   adioin.,   ..act  Of  .a., 
that   his  .lan.or  ^.^^^  ^|,   „jp„„je„t-s  rail- 

„ay  P»^-  '7;f,,^,  ,  J,::rLu,.«m»  a  crossiug  o.et-  .he  line  „£  railway  on  .he 
irrer:;:"  .an.0.  .»  the  .h.  pe.on  na.ed,  ----- 

:=tJtorr:r.ii. :  -  :»"■:.„  .-.„. «,».  ,>o,..i„„ .  hi.  tt.ac. 

preven  ea  oDPOsite  side  of  the  railway,   and  requested  relief. 

^"SLrc^^t  sl-^ -  ::^.lainant  was  advised  that  section  twelve  of  the     Act 
After  due  c     s  ^^  ^^^^   ^^^^    applicable   to   this  case,    makes 

:    il:  :.:Jt  ut'on  a'rluLd  co^plny  to  provide  one  crossing,   and  only  one,   for 

f  rid   moperty    owner   does   not   have   access   to   a   public   highway    crossing; 

:;faf  trnr  :      es  to  the  property  as  it  existed  and  was  owned  at  the  time  t   e 

^ilroad  aff      ed  was  constructed,   and  does  not  relate,  to  subsequent  sub-divisions 

hat    'nasmu  h  as  one  crossing  over  the  line  of  railway  had  been  construe  ed   am 

wa   'b  in     -inuiined  by   respondent  within  what  was  then  a  contiguous  body     f 

7and  owned  and  held  by  one  person,   the  Commission  did  not  possess  the  power  t,. 

make  the  recommendation  desired. 


No.  815. 


BOROUGHS  OF  FREEDOM  AND  ROCHESTER  vs.  BEAVER 
VALLEY  TRACTION  COMPANY. 

r^  M  ^F  Yha  Rnvnu<'hs  of  Freedom  and  Rochester,  averred 
.ha?Th?rr"o-  —:^"  .-,;;..,..  hea..  and  ventiiated  and  that 
they  were  filthy  and  unsanitary. 
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Respondent,  in  atiswor,  stated  tliat  tlicir  cars  are  properly  hfated  with  elec- 
tricity, and  arc  entirely  comfortable  except  in  tlie  early  morning  or  when  a  change 
of  cai-s  is  necessary  when  they  are  cold,  owing-  to  the  fact  that  they  are  cold  on 
leaving  the  car  barn,  as  the  insnrance  companies  require  that  all  heat  must  be 
turned  off  before  ears  are  placed  in  the  barn  ;  as  to  the  matter  of  ventilation,  re- 
spondent does  its  l,est  to  please  its  palnms,  lliougli  the  task  is  ditticull  as  some 
people  want  more  ventilation  than  others,   while  others  again  object  to  any. 

Copies  of  the  answer  wi>re  forwarded  eomplaiiianls  with  tlie  request  that  tliey 
comment  thereon. 

As  this  was  n.,t  don.-,  nor  any  further  attention  given  the  matter,  the  case  was 
closed . 


No.  816. 

H.  W.  McKEE  vs.  MAHONING  AND  SHENANGO  RAILWAY 

AND    LIGHT    COMPANY. 


Complainaint  averred  that  the  cars  operated  by  the  respondent  between  New 
Castle,  Pennsylvania,  and  Hubbard.  Ohio,  were  very  cold  and,  in  his  opinion, 
unsafe  on  account  of  their  rocking  and  swaying,  especially  on  curves. 

Complainant  was  informed  that  the  matter  complained  about  traffic  between 
New  Castle,  Pa.,  and  Hubbard,  Ohio,  was  interstate  in  its  character  and  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Commission. 


No.  817. 

HIGH    STANDARD   LAUNDRY   COMPANY  vs.   ADAMS   EX- 

PRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  engaged  in  business  at  Philipsburg,  Center  County,  stated  that  re- 
spondent charged  for  a  shipment  from  that  point  rates,  per  one  hundred  pounds, 
as  follows:  Tyrone,  24  ipiles,  fifty  cents;  Cresson,  via  Tyrone,  53  miles, 
seventy-five  cents:  Glen  Campbell,  via  Tyrone  and  Cresson,  101  miles,  sixty 
cents;  Hastings,  via  Tyrone  and  Cresson,  83  miles,  sixty  cents;  Patton,  via 
Tyrone  and  Cresson,  70  miles,  sixty  cents;  Rarnesboro,  via  Tyrone  and  Cresson,  76 
miles,  sixty  cexits ;  Clj^mer,  via  Tyrone  and  Cresson,  97  miles,  sixty  cents;  Pos- 
sum Glory,  via  Tyrone  and  Cresson,  101  miles,  ninety  cents;  State  College,  via 
Tyrone  and  Bellefonte,  77  miles,  ninety  cents;  Osceola,  4  miles,  fifty  cents;  and 
averred  that  the  rate  to  Osceola,  Tyrone,  Cresson,  Hastings,  Bai-nesboro,  Possum 
Glory,    Clymer,   and  State  College  were  excessive  and  unreasonable. 

Respondent    tendered    a    reduction    in    rates    to    some    of   the    points   named    and 
averred  that  others  were  reasonable. 

Respondent's   offer  was  not  .satisfactory  to  complainant. 

Thereafter,    the  Commission,    following  an  investigation,    rendered  the  following: 

OPINION  and  RECOMMENDATION. 

After  a  very  careful  consideration  of  the  fommuni<ation  had  with 
the  parties  of  this  complaint,  as  well  as  of  the  matters  developed 
at    the    hearing   held    thereon    in    Williamsport,    on    the    24th    day    of 
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^p^.jl       i9i->      aud    all    of    the    a\ailable    facts    aud    circumstances, 

the  Commis'sion  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  rates  of  the  respondent 
to  the  points  specified  in  the  complaint  filed  in  this  case,  should  be 
revised  and  made  as  follows: 

Fhilipsburg  to  Tyrone,    40c  per  100  pounds. 

Phillipsburg  to  Ciesson,    50c  per  100  pounds. 

Fhilipsburg    to    Hastings    (on    a    short    spur   off    the    route    to    (ilen 
Campbell,    where  the  60c  rate  prevails),    65c  per  100  pounds. 

Fhilipsburg    to    Barnesboro,    65c   per   lOO   pounds. 

Philiosburg  to   Possum   Glory,    75c  per  100   pounds. 

Fhilipsburg  to  Clymer,    75c  per  100  pounds. 

Fhilipsburg  to  State  College,    (where  the  service  of  an  independent 
road  are  required),  70c  per  KHJ  pounds. 

Fhilipsburg  to  Osceola,   40c  per  100  pounds. 

And  these"  rates  we  hereby   recommend   the   respondent  to  institute 
and  put  into  effect  on  or  before  July  1st,   1912. 

The  recommendation  contained  in  the  foregoing  opinion  was  entirely  satisfactory 
to  complainant.  Respondent  protested  against  a  portion  of  the  recommendation, 
but  after  some  correspondence  acquiesced  and  put  all  the  rates  named  into  effect, 
thus   terminating   the   case. 


No.  818. 

JOHN   B.  FOX,   et  al.,  vs.   PHILADELPHIA  AND   READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residing  along  the  line  and  patrons  of  the  Shamokin  Branch  of 
respondent,  averred  that  the  passenger  train  service  on  that  line  was  inadequate, 
because  it  did  not  enal)le  ijatrons  to  reach  the  City  of  Williamsport  sufficiently  early 
in  the  morning  or  to  leave  said  city  sufficiently  late  in  the  evening  . 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  hearing,  the  Commission  sent  the  interested 
persons  copies  of  the  following: 


^ 


OPINION. 

■om  the  testimony  offered  at  the  hearing  of  John  F>.  Fox,  et 
Ki  vs  The  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company  it  has  been 
clearly  estaldished  that  the  local  train  service  asked  for  by  com- 
plainant could  onlv  be  obtained  by  installing  a  new  train,  running 
from  Shamokin  or  West  Miltou  to  Williamsport  in  the  morning  and 
returning  leaving  Williamsport  some  time  in  the  afternoon  tor 
Shamokin  and  intei mediate  points.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
the  local  trains,  both  morning  and  afternoon,  now  m  service  be- 
tween Shamokin  and  Williauisport  connect  with  trains  from  Phila- 
delphia and  points  south  or  trains  on  branch  lines,  no  change 
could  be  made  in  the  schedule  of  local  trains  now  serving  Williams- 
portWithout  seriouslv  embarrassing  the  traveling  puldic  who  wish  to 
^o  to  or  come  from  outlving  i)oints,  as  was  shown  by  petitions  pro- 
testing airainst  a  change  offered  in  testimony  signed  pretty  generally 
by"  patrons  of  the  road  of  various  communities  accommodated  by  the 
present  schedule.  And  as  th-  present  demand  for  a  train  such  as 
complainant  requests,  reaching  Williamsport  at  about  8:30  A.  M., 
and  returning  to  West  Milton  aud  intermediate  points  about  5:00  1. 
M  is  limited  principallv  to  persons  who  have  business  at  Court  and 
to  a  comparativelv  small  numl;er  of  students  who  attend  or  desire 
to  attend  the  local  normal  school  at  Muncy,  there  is  not  sufficient 
patrona-^e  in  evidence  to  warrant  the  Commission  to  issue  an  order 
recommending  respondent  to  install  a  new  train  between  the  places 
in  question  which,  as  the  facts  conclusively  show,  would  have  to  be 
operated  at  a  material  loss  to  the  Railroad  <\)!ni.any.  The  case 
must,   therefore,   be  dismissed. 
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No.  819. 


OHIO  IRON  AND  METAL  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


(Complainant  aveiicil  that  the  rate  on  mill  st-ali'  and  mill  i-indoi'  from  Eranklin 
to  PittsLmrgb,  originatiuir  on  the  Erie  Railroad  is  .$1.20  per  ton  when  delivery 
is  made  by  the  Pittsburgh  &  Lake  Erie  or  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
panies while  the  rate  per  ton  is  $1.40  when  delivery  is  made  by  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company;  that  the  rate  on  scrap  iron,  a  more  valuable  commodity, 
from  Franklin  to  Pittsburgh,  delivered  at  any  of  the  railroad  terminals,  is 
only  $1.40  per  ton;  that  the  rate  ou  mill  scale  and  mill  cinder,  maintained  by  re- 
spondent,   is,    therefore,    unreasonable. 

Respondent  stated  that  inasmuch  as  their  rate  covered  the  charges  made  by  the 
initial  carrier,   it  was  the  best  they  could  afford. 

On  receipt  of  a  copy  of  respondent's  answer,  complaint  was  withdrawn,  complain- 
ants stating  that  they  had  obtained  lower  rates  by  routing  over  a  different  road. 


No.  820. 

W.  H.  BECKMANN,  et  .al.,  vs.  NORTHERN  CENTRAL  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  train  service  furnished  by  the  respondent  betweeen 
the  City  of  York  and  the  Borough  of  New  Freedom,  and  intermediate  points,  was 
inadequate ;  that  the  complainants  reside  without  the  City  of  York  and  have 
employment  within  the  City ;  their  day's  work  terminates  at  six  o'clock  in  the 
evening,  and  thereafter  the  respondent  operates  no  available  train  imtil  8:20  p.m., 
thus  causing  them  to  lose  about  two  hours  every  day  awaiting  train  .service,  and 
requested  the  operation  of  an  accommodation  train  which  would  leave  York,  for 
the  South,   at  from  6:1  ">  to  y\■A'^  p.  m. 

Commission  advised  the  complainants  that  all  the  trains  operated  by  the  re- 
spondent, which  traverse  the  territory  in  question,  continue  through  the  City  of 
Baltimore,  and  are,  therefore  interstate  trains  and  without  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Commssion  ;  that  if  complainant  could  demonstrate  that  the  territory  between  York 
and  New  Freedom  would  furnish  a  sufficient  number  of  passengers  to  justify  the 
installation  of  a  train  running  between  those  points  it  would  be  glad  to  make  an 
effort  to  secure  such  service. 

No  reply  having  been  received,   the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  821. 

MARTIN    AND    MARTIN    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  protested  against  the  practice  of  charging-  storage  upon  undehvered 
packages  carried  by  respondent  under  the  regulation  pertaining  to  their  suburban 
nacka-e  service,   without  having  notified  the  shipper  of  failure  to  deliver. 

Respondent  answered  that  this  service  was  established  and  is  maintained  tor 
the  accommodaton  of  persons  residing  near  Philadelphia;  that  the  charges  are 
merely  nominal  and  that  the  receipt  given  the  shipper  provides  for  a  storage 
charge  in  case  of  non-delivery;  that  the  service  generally  is  used  by  persons  who 
have  purchased  and  paid  for  the  packages  shipped,   for  which  reason  notice  to  th« 

shipper  would  be  useless. 

Following  receipt  of  answer  complainant  was  advised  that,  in  view  of  the  nom- 
inal charge  made  for  this  service  and  the  provisions  of  the  contract  receipt  for  that 
charge,  accepted  by  the  consignor,  the  commission  did  not  see  how  the  practice  sug- 
gested could  be  exacted  of  a  carrier. 

°  The  business  as  conducted  by  the  carrier  is  more  of  an  accommodation  to  its  su- 
burban patrons  than  a  source  of  revenue  to  the  carrier,  and  if  other  conditions 
were  imposed  upon  that  service  it  necessarily  would  require  much  more  attention  on 
the  part  of  the  carrier's  employees  at  points  of  destination,  as  well  as  additional 
labor  and  would  result  in  all  probability  in  a  greater  charge  being  demanded  for 
the  service,  or  possibly  its  entire  aboUtion. 

In  all  cases  where  the  consignor  and  the  consignee  are  interested  in  this 
package  service,  it  would  seem  to  be  clearly  the  duty  of  the  former  to  notity 
the  latter  of  the  shipment  of  such  package  and  the  responsibility  then  for  any 
storage  charges  incurred  would  rest  with  the  consignee  for  his  failure  to  call  for  and 
receive  the  package.  It  seems  clear  to  the  Commission  that,  in  this  instance,  the 
consignor  was  willing  to  remain  to.)  long  in  ignorance  of  the  receipt  of  the  package 
by  th^e  consignee,  especially  since  the  article  was  sent  only  upon  approval,  and  the 
presumption  would  be  that  within  a  reasonable  time  after  its  transportation  there 
would  be  either  a  return  of  the  article  or  some  word  from  the  consignee  as  to 
whether  he  would  retain  it  or  uut,  and  in  any  event  some  inquiry  from  the 
consignor  to  the  consignee  as  to  what  disposition  he  would  make  of  the  article. 

Altogether  therefo./e,  it  does  not  appear  to  the  Commission  th£|t  it  would  be 
judicious  to  endeavor  to  impose  any  such  condition.  The  complaint  is,  therefore, 
dismissed. 


No.  822. 


JEROME  GLANCY  vs.  PITTSBURGH  AND  BUTLER  STREET 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  waiting  room  maintained  by  respondent  at  Mai^ 
was   not   sufficiently   heated. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  heating  was  sufficient  for  all  purposes,  if  patrons 
would  close  the  doors  of  tiie  wailing  room  in  cold  weather. 

After  a  delay  of  six  months,   during  whi.h  time  i...  furtlier  action  was  taken,   the 

case  was  closed. 

4—26—1913. 
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No.  823. 

W.   F.    CRAIG,  JR.,   vs.   PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD   COM- 
PANY. 


Gomijlaiiiaat  iiveircd  lliat  tlif  rcspoiidcnt  had  cliargctl  liiiii  ]jn)re  thau  the  prioe 
agreed  upon 'for  iiiakin;;-  a  traiispoitation  of  rye  from  Manor,  Westmoreland  County, 
to  I'ittsbiir^h,  and  thai,  by  reason  of  respondent's  employees  not  followin.i;-  billing 
iustruetions,  hi-  was  obliged  to  i)ay  draya^c  at  destination,  and  I'i'iineslcd  a  rec(>m- 
meudatiou  to    refund   for   the,  total    excess   charges. 

After  some  correspondence  the  respondent,  in  compliance  witii  a  suggestion  of 
the  Commission,  made  a  refund  to  complainant  of  the  sum  claimed  and  terminated 
the  case. 


No.  825. 

J.  A.  WILKINSON  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Bristol,  Tennessee,  averred  that  a  charge  of  seven 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  had  been  made  by  respondent  for  transporting  three  car- 
loads of  lumber  from  Fifth  and  Willow  Streets  to  Fifty-sixth  Street  and  Woodland 
Avenue',  Philadelphia,  and  asked  whether  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  sanctioned 
such  charges. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  rate  complained  about  covered  a  movement  made  by 
two  separate  Railroad  Companies;  that,  while  the  movement  was  not  interstate  the 
I'ate  applied  was  the  same  as  that  provided  for  such  service  in  the  tariff  of 
rates  filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  do  not  provide  what 
the  rales  for  transporting  freight  shall  be,  but  prohibit  the  levy  of  charges  which 
are  excessive  and  unreasonable,  and  that,  if  he  deemed  the  charge  made  unreason- 
able,  the  matter  would  be  investigated. 

As  no  reply  was  received,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  826. 

HAMMOND  IRON  WORKS  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  AND  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  manufacturer  of  steel  tanks,  protested  against  the  rates  charged 
on  shipments  made,  by  the  carload,  from  Struthers  Station,  Warren  County,  to 
Foxburg,  by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  and  thence  to  Bruin,  Butler 
County,  by  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  averring  they  were  ex- 
cessive and  unreasonable. 

The    Pennsylvania    Railroad    Comjiany    answered    that    the    rate   charged    was    in 
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accordance  with  the  regular  published  local  rate,  there  being  no  through  rates 
between  the  points  named  in  force  between  respondents,  and  averred  that  the 
charge  made  was  reasonable  and  just. 

The  answer  filed  by  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company  was  substantially 

the  same.  ,  ,. 

Pending  investigation  by  the  Commission,  a  representative  of  the  complamant 
appeared  before  them,  and,  after  discussing  the  matter  requested  that  no  further 
action  be  taken  until  advised  by  him. 

Eventually,     no    further    communication     having    been    received,    the    case    was 

closed . 


No.  827. 


J    T    McQUIRE  vs.   NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND   HUDSON 
RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  agent  of  the  respondent  at  Avis  permitted  some 
business  men  to  make  weekly  settlements  for  goods  received,  while  he-was  obliged 
to  pay  the  freight  charges  on  all  shipments  before  goods  were  delivered  to  him. 

Respondent  stated  that  agents  are  held  responsible  for  the  collection  of  amount 
due  from  shippers  or  consignees:  tbnt  in  some  cases  agents,  of  their  own  motion, 
arrange  for  weeklv  settlements,  but  as  complainant  had  uniformly  been  captious, 
disputing  accounts  and  slow  in  making  payments  due  by  him,  the  agent  had  de- 
clined to  continue  the  courtesy. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent   t«  complainant  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  829. 

A.    B.    KILBOURNE    vs.    BUFFALO    AND    SUSQUEHANNA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resid.Mit  ..f  >Vest  Pike.  Potter  County,  averred  that  the  station 
at  Kilbourne.on  respondent's  line,  was  wholly  inadequate  to  accommodate  pas- 
sengers and  protect  shipments  of  freight  at  that  point  from  damage  by  the  ele- 
ments . 

Respondent,    in   reply,   stated  that  the  business  at  Kilbourne  was  so  small  that 

repairs  to  tin'  station   were  not  justified. 

Complainant,    in   answer,    showed   the  existence  of  consideral)]e  patronage,    both 

passenger  and  freight. 

Respondent  was  advised  thai,  in  tlie  opinion  of  the  ( '(.nunission ,  the  desired  re- 
pairs shouhl  i.e  made,  to  wbich  wr ]ii.'ndation  respondent  acquiesced,  thus  clos- 
ing the  case. 
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No.  830. 

ROBERTS   BOILER  AND   TANK   COMPANY  vs.  WESTERN 
ALLEGHENY    RAILROAD    COMPANY. 


Complainant  avorrod  that  durinj;  the  year  1010,  under  inducemeuls  offered  by 
respondent,  through  Mr.  Liggett  the  President  of  Respondent  Company,  the  plant 
of  complainant  was  located  at  Queen  .Junction,  a  point  on  the  line  of  the  Western 
Allegheny  Railroad :  that  one  of  the  inducements  offered  was  the  construction  of  a 
siding  fifteen  hiuidred  feet  long  to  complainant's  plant  without  any  consideration, 
other  tlian  a  free  right-of-way;  that  complainant  became  involved  .iiid  the  i)lant  was 
closed  down,  when  respondent  removed  the  rails  from  the  siding  and  has  since 
refused  to  replace  them,  although  requested  so  to  do  by  the  persons  who  paid  off  the 
debts  and  who  desired  to  put  the  plant  in  operation,  requesting  a  recommendation 
for  relief. 

Respondent  stated  that  if  any  inducements  were  offered  by  Mr.  Liggett,  who  was 
Vice-President  of  Respondent  Company  at  that  time,  they  were  not  made  by  him 
in  his  official  capacity  but  as  a  member  of  a  land  company  which  was  booming  that 
location ;  that  respondent  had  not  been  given  the  free  right-of-way  assured  by  the 
land  company  when  the  siding  was  laid  ;  that  when  complainant  became  involved  the 
rails  were  removed  from  the  siding,  because  respondent  had  not  title  to  the  right- 
of-way  and  did  not  wish  to  become  involved  in  any  controversy  which  might  arise  ; 
that  respondent  agreed  to  relay  the  rails,  when  requested  to  do  so,  upon  either  of 
the  following  conditions;  complainant,  successor  of  the  old  land  company,  to  give 
respondent  free  I'ight-of-way  and  pay  for  the  cost  of  rails  and  replacement,  the 
same  to  be  refunded  to  complainant  out  of  the  revenues  of  the  siding,  upon  a 
mutually  agreeable  percentage  basis,  or,  if  that  proposition  was  not  satisfactory, 
to  rebuild  the  siding  over  the  pi'operty  of  the  land  company,  the  complainant  to 
pay  the  costs  thereof  and  then  be  the  absolute  owner  of  the  siding,  respondent  to 
have  no  rights  thereon  except  for  the  purpose  of  moving  complainant's  business. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant,  accompanied  with  the  suggestion 
that— it  appearing  to  the  Commission  that  respondent  was  disposed  to  meet  all 
reasonable  requirements — one  or  other  of  the  proposals  submitted  be  accepted. 


No.  831. 

BLAIR  LUMBER  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  they  Avere  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  lumber  at 
i>aurel  Summit,  Somerset  County,  a  point  on  the  line  of  the  Pitsburgh,  West- 
moreland and  Somerset  Railroad  Company ;  thsjt  their  freight  rates  on  lumber  to 
Philadelphia,  via.  the  Pittsburgli,  Westmoreland  &  Somerset  Railroad  and  the 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  were  three  dollars  and  twenty  cents  per  ton,  in 
carload  lots;  that  from  the  same  point,  via  the  Pittsburgh.  Westmoreland  & 
Somerset  Railroad,  the  Ligonier  Valley  Railroad  and  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
the  rates  were  three  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents  per  ton  in  carload  lots,  occasioned 
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by  the  rates  charged  by  the  Ligonier  ^'alley  Railroad  Company,  and  requested 
that  the  same  rates  be  secured  for  shipment  by  last  named  routing  as  are  charged 
them  for  the  former. 

Complainant  was  informed  that  the  Commissiou  assumed  that  the  rate  com- 
plained about  was  a  joint  rate  issued  by  the  three  Companies  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation ;  that  if  this  rate  was  deemed  excessive  and  a  formal  complaint  was  filed, 
on  blanks  furnished,  the  matter  would  be  fully  investigated. 

As  no  -reply  was  received,   the  case  was,   in  due  time,   closed. 


No.  832. 

RESIDENTS  OF  DANVILLE,  et  al,  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND 
READING    RAILWAY    COMPANY. 


Complainant  arerred  that  the  passenger  train  schedule  in  force  on  the  Catawissa 
Branch  of  respondent's  system  was  inadequate  and  requested  the  operation  of  a 
train  in  the  early  morning  and  late  evening  especially,  along  with  other  sug- 
gested changes  in  the  existing  schedule. 

Following  a  partial  investigation  of  the  matter,  numerously  signed  protests, 
against  making  any  change  in  the  schedule,   were  filed  by  patrons. 

Respondent  answered,  that  if  the  changes  suggested  were  made  more  people  would 
be  inconvenienced  than  would  be  benefited. 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  hearing  by  the  Commission,  complainsmts  were 
informed  that,  considering  all  the  evidence  produced,  it  appeared  that  the  general 
public  was  served  more  satisfactorily  by  the  schedule  in  force  than  it  would  be  if 
the  schedule  requested  were  substituted. 

(See  complaint  No.  818,   John  B.  Fox,  et  al.) 


No.  833. 

BAYER-BEAVER  COMPANY,  et  al.,  vs.  HUNTINGDON  AND 
BROAD  TOP  MOUNTAIN  RAILROAD  AND  COAL  COM- 
PANY.   

Complainants  averred  that  there  was  necessity  for  the  maintenance  of  an  agent, 
by  the  respondent,  at  Broad  Top  City,   Huntingdon  County,  a  point  on  the  line  of 

respondent's  railroad. 

Respondent  averred  that  the  gross  business  done  at  Broad  Top  City  was  not  suf- 
ficient to  justify  the  maintenance  of  an  agent  at  that  point;  that  during  the  pre- 
ceding year  78. 8r,  per  cent,  of  gross  earnings  was  required  to  cover  the  cost  of 
operation  and  that  on  account  of  the  very  heavy  grade  required  to  be  traversed  to 
reach  that  point,  the  expense  of  operation  at  that  point  would  be  materially  higher. 

After  careful  consideration,  the  Commission  advised  compl&iinants  that,  in  their 
opinion,  there  was  not  sn(fici.-ul  husin.'ss  to  justify  them  in  making  the  recom- 
mendation desired . 

(See  complaint   No.  920.) 
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No.  834. 

JOHN  J.   O'HEARN  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD   COM- 
PANY AND  LEHIGH  VALLEY   RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Coinplainaut  averred  tliat  tlio  rates  charged  by  respondents  on  lime,  by  the 
carload,  from  York  to  Shenandoah,  were  excessive. 

After  son](>  negotiation,  the  complainant  informed  the  Commission  that  a  new  and 
satisfac'toiT  rate  had  been  made  by  the  respondents,   thus  closing  the  case. 


No.  835. 
LAWRENCE  T.  BERLINER,  vs.  ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  in  going  from  Corry  to  Meadville  be  paid  bis  fare  on  the 
train  and  was  charged  .$1.15;  on  his  return  trip  he  purchased  a  ticket  and  was 
charged  $1.05,    and   requested  a  refund  of  ten  cents. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  as  long  as  the  fare  charged  is  not  above  what  re- 
spondent is  authorized  by  law  to  charge,  the  Commission  could  not  recommend  a 
refund;  that  the  Courts  have  decided  that  a  railroad  company  can  charge  more 
when  fare  is  paid  on  the  train  than  when  a  passenger  purchases  a  ticket  before 
boarding,  provided  tbnt  the  fare  paid  <m  the  train  does  not  exceed  the  statutory 
limit. 


No.  836. 

LEWIS  F.  SHOEMAKER  AND  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY,  PHILADELPHIA  AND 
READING  RAILWAY   COMPANY. 


Complainant  aveind  that  at  their  works  at  Pottstown.  they  have  a  siding 
connected  with  both  tb<-  Philad.'lphin  and  Reading  Railway  and  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad,  and  another  siding  connected  only  with  a  side  track  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  ;  that  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  discriminated  against  them  in  re- 
fusing to  permit  them  to  have  a  shifting  engine  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Rail- 
way Company  go  over  the  side-tracks  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  for  the 
inirpose  of  removing  a  car  complainants  had  loaded  on  their  siding  which  connects 
with  the  side-track  of  tlH>  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  for  tlie  purpose  of  mak- 
ing a  shi'pment  over  thf  riiihid.^lpliia  and  Reading  Railway. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  tlie  Commission  does  not  ha\c  authority  to  require 
a  railroad  company  to  grant  the  use  of  its  tracks  to  a  competitor. 
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No.  837. 

RESIDENTS  OF  ATHENS,  et  al.,  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainants  averied  that  the  train  service  afforded  by  respondent  be- 
tween Sayre  and  Wilkes-Barre,  and  intermediate  points,  is  inadequate  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  their  patrons,   and  requested  relief. 

Respondent  averred  that  the  service  was  adequate,  and  tiled  with  their  answer  a 
schedule  of  trains  in  service  between  the  points  named. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  complainants  and  they  were  advised  that  before 
additional  ser\ice  could  l)e  recommended,    the  necessity  therefore  must  be  shown. 

As  no  further  action  was  taken  by  complainant,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  838. 

FRANK  J.  BEACHLY  vs.  ECONOMY  TELEPHONE  COM- 
PANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  -Meyersdale,  Somerset  County,  stated  that  respondent 
installed  free  telephones  in  several  offices  of  The  Baltiianre  &  Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
pany and  refused  to  place  a  telephone  in  his  house,  for  his  individual  use,  under 
smilar  terms,  which  act  of  respondent  he  averie<l  was  disciimiiuitory ,   and  reciuested 

relief . 

Respondent  stated  tliat  the  Economy  Telephone  Company  was  organized  by  far- 
mers, and  tiiat  one  of  the  objects  in  forming  il  was  to  in-nvide  a  means  for  com- 
municating with  tlie  freight  stations  located  in  the  territory  covered  by  the  line,  so 
as  to  enable  jtatrons  to  get  information  in  relation  to  the  shipment  of  commodities  ; 
that,  inasmuch  as  The  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company  refused  to  enter  into 
a  contract  with  respondent,  teleiihones  were  placed,  without  charge,  in  such 
freight  offices  as  were  necessai'y  to  meet  the  f-ondition  contemplated  when  tlie  Re- 
spondent Company  was  organized,  and  be.  able  to  promptly  care  for  freight  and 
arrange,  after  consultatii.n  among  themselves  and  with  officials  of  the  Railroad 
Company  for  the  placing  of  cars  so  as  to  meet  the  requirements,  the  line  of  Re- 
spondent extending  through  a  secti<jn  of  counti'y  occupied,    largely,   l)y  produceis  and 

shippers. 

As  the  answer  of  respondent  was  satisfactory  to  the  Commission,  and  no 
further  attention  was  given  the  matter  by  complainant,  the  case  was  eventually 
closed . 
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No.  839. 

JOHN   O.   ROSSER   vs.   PENNSYLVANIA   RAILROAD   COM- 
PANY. 


Complainant,  in  a  letter  asked  whether  respondent's  rate  of  forty  cents  per  ton 
for  switoliing  a  c-arload  of  coal  from  the  tracks  of  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson 
River  Railroad  Company  and  transporting  same  to  .MilUiail,  a  distance  of  one  mile, 
was  not  excessive  as  compared  with  a  similar  rate  for  transporting  coal  from  Belle- 
fonte  to  Lock  Haven. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  if  lie  would  make  a  spefific  complaint  it  would 
receive  proper  attention. 

As  no  reply  was  received  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  842. 
JOHN  GORMLY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  facilities  fLiniished  patrons  traveling  between 
Philadelphia  and  Phoenixville  were  wholly  inadequate,  owing  to  unsatisfactory  con- 
nections at  Frazier,  the  junction  point,  on  account  of  which  farm  land  was  de- 
preciated in  value. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission's  jurisdiction  extended  only  to  the 
accommodation  of  tlie  traveling  public,  and  not  to  the  value  of  land  through  whieli 
any  railroad  may  pass ;  that  if  there  is  a  general  demand  for  a  change  in  train 
schedules  it  should  be  evidenced  by  a  petition  to  that  effect,  signed  by  patrons  of 
the  road.  The  foregoing  suggestions  were  accompanied  with  comidaint  blanks,  and 
the  assurance  that  when  such  complaint  was  filed,  the  matter  would  be  carefully 
investigated. 

As  complainant  declined  to  circulate  sueli  petition,   tli<'  case  was  closed. 


No.  843. 

B.   B.   LORSHBOUGH  vs.   BUFFALO   AND   SUSQUEHANNA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  First  Fork,  averred  that  respondent  held  a  shipment 
of  potatoes  delivered  to  it  at  Lusbaugh's  flag  station  for  three  days  and  had  re- 
fused to  furnish  hira  a  cai'  for  a  shipment  of  lumber. 

After  proper  consideration  the  complainant  was  advised  that  the  Act  of  May  31 , 
1!)07,  Pamphlet  Laws,  page  3.54,  prohibits  discrimination  by  railroad  companies  in 
rates  and  facilities  for  service  and  provides  a  penalty  therefor. 

The  remedy  for  such  discrimination  lies  with   the  Attorney  General  of  the  State 
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through  whose  Department  n  prosecutiou  may  be  instituted.  If  the  Company  re- 
fuse's to  ship  freiglit  off'n^il  to  it,  or  diverts  oars  from  certain  traffic  to  other  traf- 
li<',  thereby  committing  n  ineference  or  rliscrirainatioD,  it  can  bp  punished  therefor 
in  the  manner  indicated. 

It  is  presumed,    however;    that  all  that  would  be  necessary  would  be  for  you  to 
bring  the  facts  to  the  attention  of  the  railroad  officials. 


No.  845. 

FABIAN  F.  LEVY  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Philadelphia,  averrt-d  that  it  was  impossible  to 
purchase  return  trip  tickets  at  numerous  suburban  stations  on  the  line  of  the 
Respondent,  owing  to  the  fact  that  many  of  the  ticket  offices  close  at  seven  o'clock 
in  the  evening,  and  requested  that  respondent  be  required  to  supply  conductors 
with  such  tickets,  for  sale  by  them  on  trains  from  all  points  at  which  respondent 
seUs  return  trip  tickets. 

Respondent,  in  answer,  stated  that  the  ticket  offices  which  are  closed  at  seven 
o'clock  only  do  a  small  volume  of  business,  and  that  at  such  stations  patrons  desir- 
ing return  trip  tickets  could  and  should  make  the  purchase  prior  to  the  closing  hour ; 
that  to  furnish  return  tickets  to  conductors,  for  sale  on  the  train,  would  add 
largely  to  their  work,   which  is  excessive  under  existing  conditions. 

After  careful  investigation,  the  Commission  suggested  that  respondent  supply 
conductors  with  excursion  tickets  for  sale  on  the  train,  when  passengers  board 
trains  at  stations  closed  for  the  evening. 

Respondent  acquiesced   in   the   recommendation   made,    thus  closing  the  case. 


No.  846. 

THE  TIMES  AND  NEWS  PUBLISHING  COMPANY  vs. 
ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY,  AND  AMERICAN  EXPRESS 
COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  publisher  located  at  Gettysburg,  .\dams  County,  averred  serious 
inconvenience  occasioned  by  the  failure  of  respondent  to  make  prompt  delivery  of 
supplies  shipped  from  Philadelphia,  the  Adams  Express  Company  being  the  initial 
carrier  and  the  .\merican  Express  Company  being  the  delivering  carrier;  although 
frequent  inquiries  had  been  made  no  satisfactory  reason  had  been  given  for  past 
failures  and  no  assurance  received  of  better  service  in  the  future. 

Within  a  few  days  of  its  receipts  the  complaint  was  withdrawn,  complainant  stat- 
ing thai   satisfactory  service  had  been  arranged. 
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No.  847. 

E.  J.  ACKER,  et  al.,  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY. 


CouiDlaiuants,  residents  of  the  townships  of  East  and  West  Pilceland,  and  West 
Vincent,  in  the  county  of  Cliester.  protested  against  a  raise  of  one-tenth  of  one 
per  cent,  made  by  respondent  for  transporting  millc  to  Philadelphia,  and  averred 
that  shippers  located  al.uiu  the  Chester  Valley  Branch  of  respondent  and  owners  of 
shipping  stations  had  a  lower  rate;  that  respondent  and  other  railroad  companies 
were  carrying  milk  to  Phihuhlphia  from  points  without  the  State  for  the  same,  if 
not  for  a  lower  rate  tlian  complainants  are  required  to  pay. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  increase  in  rates  complained  about  was  necessary  to 
partially  reimbuise  them  for  expense  sustained  in  providing  refrigerator  service  on 
passenger  trains:  that  certain  shipping  stations  had  a  lower  rate,  but  only  when 
milk  was  carried  by  freight  amd  respondent  was  not  required  to  furnish  ice;  that 
the  rate  on  the  Chester  Valley  Branch  is  slightly  less,  because  on  that  line  re- 
spondent is  in  competition  with  th..  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  and  denied  that  it  car- 
ried milk  to  Philadelphia  from  any  point  withuut  the  State  for  a  better  rate  than 
is  accorded  complainants. 

The  Commission  advised  the  parties  concerned  that,  in  their  opinion,  the  con- 
ditions shown  did  not  warrant  them  in  recommending  a  reduction  of  the  rates  com- 
plained about. 


No.  848. 


RESIDENTS  OF  HUNTERS  RUN  AND  VICINITY  vs.  PHILA- 
DELPHIA AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants  requested  th(>  ("ommis.sion  to  make  an  order  requiring  respondent  to 
erect  and  maintain  a  station  and  agent  at  the  intersection  of  Frost  Road,  the  Get- 
tysburg Road  and  the  Gettysburg  and  llarrisburg  Railroad,  one  mile  south  of 
Hunters  Run  Station,  stating  that  a  station  at  this  ix.int  would  enable  them  to 
shiii  and  ivcoive  goods  without  ascending  and  descending  the  mountain. 

Respondent,  in  reply,  stated  that  there  was  not  sufficient  business  to  justify 
two  stations  in  such  close  proximity,  and  that  the  location  of  the  present  station 
at  Hunters  Run.  in  addition  to  being  a  water  station,  was  .it  tlie  foot  of  a  heavy 
grade  where  trains  are  met  and  passed,  foi'  wlii-li  ■-.■ason  the  pres..nt  location  is  im- 
peratively necessary  for  operating  purposes. 

After  making  a  careful  investigation,  complaint  was  advised  that,  under  all  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  situation,  the  Commission  did  not  feel  warranted  in 
recommending  the  erection  of  a  new  station,   at  the  desired  location. 
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No.  849. 

McCAMBRIDGE-COOPER  COMPANY  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  aianufacturei-  of  plnmbins  fixtures,  stated  that  tliey  had  shipped 
a  package  from  Philadelphia  to  Olyphant.  Penusylvania .  by  respondent  company, 
which  failed  of  delivery,  although  they  had  caused  the  respondent  to  endeavor  to 
locate  the  packasre  by  a  facer:  thai  th.y  wer..  obliged  to  duplicate  the  contents 
of  the  package,  followinu-  which  the  original  pa.  kase  was  located  at  the  Couipany-s 
"On  Hand"  office  in  New  York  :  that  the  contents  of  the  lost  package  was  a  special 
order,  only  a  portion  of  which  could  be  used  again,  for  which  reason  respondent 
had  been  requested  to  reimburse  complainant  t..  the  amount  of  loss  sustained ;  that 
respondent  had  stated  they  were  not  responsible  for  delivery  or  for  the  loss  of 
original  markings:  complainant,  therefore,  made  inquiry  as  to  the  responsibility 
of  an  express  company  under  such  circustances. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  did  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject  matter  of  the  inquiry. 


No.  850. 

BUSINESS   MENS  ASSOCIATION   OF   HATBORO,   et   al.   vs. 
PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  Business  Men's  Associations  of  Hatboro,  Ivyland  and  Willow 
Grove,  located  upon  the  line  of  the  North  East  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  operated  by 
respondent,  and  connecting  al  (ilensidf  with  tracks  of  another  railroad  operated  by 
respondent,  over  the  line  of  which  patrons  of  the  former  are  conveyed  to 
and  from  the  City  of  Philadelphia,  averred  that  the  train  service  afforded  by  the 
respondent,  over  the  line  of  the  North  East  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  was  inadequate; 
that  the  trains  operated  over  this  road  were  much  less  in  number  than  were 
operated  over  other  routes  which  extend  through  no  more  populous  communities; 
that  for  seven  years  -.uul  upwards  respondent  has  refused  to  operate  a  train 
which  would  cnabb'  patrons  who  reside  aloni;  tbi'  muie  of  the  Nortli  East  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  to  leave  I'hihidelpiiia  hiter  than  <;:4:]  )).  m.,  (excepting  special 
trains  to  Willow  (irove.  oiiriatcd  during  the  sumnn-r  season  until  n:(K)  o'clock  in 
the  evening)  ;  that  patrons  residing  along  the  route  of  the  North  East  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  are,  therefore,  unable  to  attend  tlieatres,  concerts,  meetings  and 
social  functions  in  said  city  duiing  the  evening  and  return  to  ihrir  homes  the  same 
night,  and  requested  general  relief,  and  especially  that  respoiulent  be  required  to 
operate  a  train  over  the  route  complained  about  leaving  Philadelphia  not  earlier 
than  ll:lo  p.  m.  .  and  not  later  than  n:.30  p.  m. 

kespondent.  in  reply,  stated  that  the  service  rendered  was  adequate;  that  there 
h  OO  stifficieni  demand  fo<  a  train  leaving  Philadelphia  later  than  (*.:4:!  p.  ni. ,  the 
present  schedule,  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  a  theOitre  train,  lately  installed,  which 
leaves  Philad'lithia  at  11:02  p.   m..    each   Saturday  evening  w;is  poorly   patronized. 

After  careful  investigation  and  a  hearing  by  the  ('omra^ssion,  complainants  stated 
that  respondent  had  installed  a  train,  schedule  to  leave  Philadelpliia  at  0:07  p.  m.  , 
and  run  through  to  Ivyland,   making  local  stops,   and  on  return  trip  leave  IvylancJ 
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at  8:4o  p.  in.,  and  arrive  at  Philadelphia  at  9:45  p.  m.  This  train  respondent 
agreed  to  continue  in  service  if  the  patronage  developed  proved  sufficient  to  justify ; 
also  a  special,  permanent  train  scheduled  to  leave  Philadelphia  at  11:30  p.m.,  mak- 
ing local  stops,  and  to  extend  over  the  line  of  the  North  East  Pennsylvania  Railroad 
as  far  as  Ivyland  ;  that  this  addition  to  the  existing  schedule  was  entirely  satis- 
factory and  requested  permission  to  withdraw  complaint. 

The   i-eported  arrangement  being  satisfactory   to   the   Commission,    permission  to 
withdraw  complaint  was  planted  and  case  so  marked. 


No.  851. 

BLACKBURN    MILLING    COMPANY    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  niorehaut  millers  at  Cessna,  Bedford  County,  averred  that  in 
]!X>7  they  had  a  siding  constructed  from  the  track  of  respondent's  railroad  to  their 
mill;  that  respondent  had  lately  moved  the  siding  so  far  from  their  mill  as  to 
make  its  use  inconvenient  and  burdensome,  and  requested  that  said  siding  be  re- 
located at  a  convenient  point. 

After  investigation,  the  Commission  advised  respondent  that,  in  their  opinion, 
the  request  made  should  be  complied  with. 

Respondent  advised  of  its  intention  to  make  the  desired  change,  Avhich  teiminated 
the  case. 


No.  852. 

THE  R.  W.  JOHNSTON  STUDIOS  vs.  CENTRAL  DISTRICT 
AND  PRINTING  TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  corporation  located  in  the  City  of  'Pittsburgh,  stated  that  on 
November  17th,  1009,  they  had  entered  into  a  contract  wih  respondent  for  an  un- 
limited telephone  service  at  their  general  office  in  the  Vernon  Building,  corner 
Fifth  Avenue  and  Market  street,  for  which  they  contracted  to  pay  the  sum  of 
$.32.7.5  per  quarter,  amounting  to  $131.00  per  year;  that  this  agreement  was  opera- 
tive for  one  year  from  the  date  of  beginning  service  and  thereafter  until  either 
party  should  give  sixty  days  notice,  in  writing,  of  a  desire  to  terminate;  that  on 
April  1,  1912,  complainant  requested  respondent  to  transfer  their  service,  on  or 
before  May  1st.  from  its  former  location  to  Room  No.  1201,  Empire  Building, 
located  on  the  corner  of  Liberty  Avenue  and  Fifth  Street,  not  more  than  two 
squares  distant  from  the  original  location ;  that  respondent  refused  to  make  the 
transfer  requested,  unless  complainant  would  enter  into  a  limited  senace  or  mes- 
sage rate  contract,  the  terms  of  which  would  increase  the  cost  of  the  service  from 
$131.00  per  year  to  about  .$2.37.00  per  year;  that  respondent  has  effective  and  in 
operation  in  the  Pittsburgh  District  a  very  large  number  of  unlimited  service  con- 
tracts, similar  to  that  had  by  complainant,  for  which  the  rate  charged  is  $131.00 
per  year,  wherefore,  respondent's  refusal  to  furnish  the  desired  service  at  the  old 
rate  is  unjust  and  discriminatory. 

A  copy  of  the  complaint  was  furnished  respondent,  following  which  both  parties 
in  interest  informed  the  Commission  that  the  question  at  issue  had  been  amicably 
adjusted  upon  terms  which  the  commission  approved. 
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No.  853. 

THE  BERRY  COMPANY  vs.   PENNSYLVANIA  SOUTHERN 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainaut,  dealers  in  lumbei-  and  railroad  ties,  at  Oil  City,  averred  that  re- 
spondent charged  a  rate  of  five  cents  per  hundred  weight  on  ties  and  two  and  one- 
half  cents  per  hundred  weight  on  lumber  for  making  transportation  from  Stratton- 
ville  to  Sutton,  and  asked  whether  respondent  was  justified  in  maintaining  a  higher 
rate  on  cross-ties   than   on   lumber. 

After  considerable  correspondence,  respondent,  upon  the  suggestion  of  the  c^om- 
mission,  made  the  rate  on  lumber  applicable  to  cross  ties  in  accordance  with  the 
"Official  Classification,"  to  which  respondent  is  a  subscriber,  and  refunded  the  ex- 
cess freight  rates  theretofore  collected,   thus  closing  the  case. 


No.  854. 

BOROUGH    OF    WEST    READING   vs.    READING    TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


This  complaint  charged  that  respondent  operated  cars  at  a  high  rate  of  speed  and 
without  fenders  throughout  the  Borough  of  West  Reading,  and  requested  the  is- 
suance of  a  restraining  recommendation. 

Following  correspondence,  a  hearing  was  held  at  West  Reading  at  which  the 
matter  complained  about  was  adjusted   by   the  complainant    and   lespondent. 


No.  856. 

WALKER  ICE  CREAM  COMPANY,  LIMITED  vs.  PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  shippers  of  milk  and  cream  from  Warren  and  Youngsville, 
Warren  County,  to  patrons  located  at  Philadelphia,  Pittsburgh,  Sharpsburg,  Philips- 
burg,  Tyrone,  Lock  Haven,  York,  Altoona,  DuBois,  Ridgway  and  Barnesboro, 
averred  that  they  were  obliged  to  make  shipments  through  the  medium  of  the  Adams 
Express  Company  because  respondent  refused  to  furaish  them  service  in  baggage 
cars,  furnished  by  respondent  to  other  dealers;  that  complainant  could  not  com- 
pete with  other  dealers  owing  to  the  high  rati'S  for  transportation  they  were  obliged 
to  pay  the  Express  Company  ;  that  respondent,  in  reply  to  a  request  for  baggage  car 
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service,  tendered  thoin  a  tri-weekly  service  at  entirely  satisfactory  rates  to  some  of 
the  desired  points,  coupled,  however,  with  an  unsatisfactory  train  service  and  re- 
fused to  quote  rates  or  receive  shipments  destined  for  other  points. 

l{esi)on(lent.  in  reply,  stated  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  handle  this  comuKKlity  on 
account  of  its  perishable  cliaracter,  except  when  tciuh'red  in  suthcient  qmtntities 
to  warrant  the  operation  of  milk  i-nrs:  tliat  respondent  could  nol  afford  to  provide 
tlie  same  service  for  small  shipmcMts  destined  to  diflerent  points  as  is  provided  for 
shipments  moving  in  hulk  to  a  conunon  point;  that  where  large  quantities  of  milk 
and  cream  are  liamlli',!  ivpularly.  special  milk  cars  are  provided  and  daily  ser/vice 
maintained;  that  on  l.xal  lines  small  shipments  of  milk  and  cream  a;'e  handled  in  hau- 
gage  cars,  but  such  transixu-tation  to  distant  points  would  result,  most  likely,  ni 
the  commodity  spoiling  and  possible  damage  to  baggage. 

Complainant,  in  commenting  upon  the  answer  stated  that  the  commodity  shipped 
by  them  consisted  of  condensed  milk  and  cream  enclosed  in  secure  cans. 

Following  the  receipt  of  this  comment  complainant  was  advised  that,  when  com- 
plaint was  received,  the  Commission  presumed  it  referred  to  the  transportation  of 
fresh  milk  and  cream,  for  genei-al  consumption.  Fresh  milk  for  general  use  is  a 
prime  necessity  of  lif<'  and  it  is.  doubtless  in  consequence  of  that  that  the  facliities 
in  question  have  been  generally  furnished  by  transportation  companies  and  that 
such  facilities  are  not,  at  least  ordinarily,  furnished  for  any  other  commodity, 
nor  does  it  a'ppear  to  the  Commission  that  it  would  be  warranted  in  recommending 
the  railroad  company  that  they  admit  to  that  class  of  transportation  any  other 
commodity. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  they  are  supposed  to  carry  on  those  trains  in  their 
baggage  cars  only  the  personal  baggage  of  passengers,  and  it  is  a  concession  on 
their  part  rather  than  the  admission  of  any  duty  which  rests  upon  them  that  they 
have  admitted  to  similar  transportation  such  commodity  as  milk. 

The  power  of  this  Commission  does  not  extend  so  far  as  to  authorize  it  to  dictate 
to  transportation  companies  the  carriage  of  articles  of  freight  in  any  other  than 
the  usual  manner,  and,  if  .the  attempt  were  malde  to  go  outside  of  our  authority, 
compliance  wuth  any  recommendation  in  that  respect  could  not  be  enforced,  and  if 
such  recommendation  were  acceded  to  there  is  no  limit  to  the  extent  of  which  it  might 
not  be  sought  to  introduce  the  same  facilities.  / 

The  (Commission  suggested,  therefore,  that  the  comphiinant  endeavoi'  to  effect  some 
satisfactory  arrangement  with  the  respondent. 


No.  857. 

CITIZENS  OF  GLEN  HOPE  vs.  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND 
HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainants,     residents    of    Clen     Hope,     Clearfield    County,     requested     Com 
mission    to  have   respondent   change   the  stoppage   place   of   passenger   trains  on   re- 
spondent's line,    from   a   point  above   that    town   to  a   more   central  and   convenient 
point  within  that  town. 

Respondent,  in  reply,  stated  that  a  new  stopping  point  had  been  agreed  upon, 
after  consultation  with  the  complainants,  at  which  point  proper  shelter  would 
be  provided, 
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No.  858. 
W.  F.  GARMAN,  et  al.,  vs.  VALLEY  TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residents  of  Harrisburg,  Marysville  and  intermediate  points, 
aventd  that  respondent  did  not  operate  a  sufficient  number  of  cars  between 
Harrisburg  and  Marysville  to  comfortably  and  safely  accommodate  their  patrons; 
that  after  eleven  o'clock  P.  M.,  patrons  desiiing  to  go  to  Bella  Vista,  the  ter- 
minus of  the  first  fare  zone,  about  one  mile  west  of  Enola,  are  obliged  to  pay  full 
fare  and  are  unloaded  at  Euola  and  obliged  to  walli  one  mile,  to  reach  their 
destination ;  that  patrons  residing  at  points  west  of  Enola  have  no  car  service  after 
eleven  o'clock  P.  M.  ;  and  are;  therefore,  forced  to  use  that  car  to  reach  their 
liomes,  which  frequently  causes  the  cars  to  be  so  crowded  as  to  be  uncomfortable 
and  unsafe. 

Respondent  averred  that  the  car  service  furnished  was  adequate;  stated  that 
cars  are  operated  over  this  route,  one  set  to  Marysville  and  the  other  to  Enola, 
both  properly  marked  ;  that  patrons  riding  on  a  Marysville  car  are  carried  to  Bella 
k'ista  for  a  single  fare,  but  the  passengers  on  an  Enola  car,  the  run  of  which  ter- 
minates at  Enola,  whose  destination  is  Bella  Vista,  are  obliged  either  to  walk  tc 
destination  or  take  a  Marysville  i  ar  and  pay  an  additional  fare. 

After  negotiations  had  been  conducted  for  some  time,  the  complaint  was  with- 
Jrawn,  complainant  informing  the  Conamission  that  the  matter  had  been  adjusted 
satisfactorily. 


No.  859. 

FRANK  TRAINER  vs.  SOUTHERN  PENNSYLVANIA  TRAC- 
TION COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  respondent  discriminated  against  certain  of  its  patrons 
n  refusing  to  issue  transfers  from  and  to  its  Darby-Claymont  Division  between 
:ity  line  of  the  City  of  Chester  and  Market  Street,  of  the  borough  of  Linwood, 
:o  and  from  its  other  divisions  in  the  City  of  Chester. 

Respondent  stated  that  on  all  lines  operated  by  it,  the  City  of  Chester  con- 
!titutpd  a  fare  zone  and'  transfois  were  not  issued  to  lines  without  the  city 
except  to  the  lines  extending  to  Marcus  Hook,  but  one  mile  distant;  thnt  the 
;raffic  on  other  lines  would  not  justify  the  enlargement  of  the  transfer  zone. 

After  a  careful  consideration  the  Commission  filed  the  following:    . 

OPINION. 

After  a  full  consideration  of  this  complaint  and  an  interview  with 
complainant  and  respondent,  and  having  due  regard  to  the  dif- 
ferent conditions  of  the  traffic  on  the  several  lines  in  question,  as 
well  as  the  character  of  travel  on  the  two  lines — the  Darby-Claymont 
being  a  through  urban  line  while  the  other  lines  are  distnic'fly 
loral —  and  of  the  fact  that  the  residents  of  both  Linwood  and 
Trainer  have  access  to  the  Marcus  Hook  cars  within  a  reasonable 
distance,    on    which    cars   they    can    obtain    transfers    in    Chester,    the  . 

Commission  does  not  feel  that  it  would  be  warranted  in  making  a 
recommendalion  for  tiansfers,  as  requested,  on  the  said  Darby-Clay- 
mont Line,   and  the  complaint  is,   therefore,   dismissed. 

5 


g4  ANNUAL  KKPOKT  OF  THE  Off.   Doc. 

No.  860. 

A.    LEROY    HILL    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD    COM- 
PANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Leechburs,  I'ennsylvauia.  requested  the  Commission 
lo  require  (he  respondent  to  ern-l  a  foot  walk,  on  tlieir  railroad  bridge  which  spans 
the  Kiskiminetas  River  just  below  Leechburg,  and  to  maintain  crossings  over  their 
tracks,  so  as  to  enable  persons  to  cross  and  recross  same  in  going  from  their 
homes  to  land  owned  by  the  Government,  located  beyond  respondent's  right-of- 
way. 

Complainant    was   advised    tliat   tliis   Commission    did   not    have  jurisdiction   over 

the  matter  named  in  the  complaint. 


No.  861. 

W.  H.  COX  AND  COMPANY  vs.  LAKE  SHORE  AND  MICHI- 
GAN SOUTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPANY,  PITTSBURGH, 
CINCINNATI,  CHICAGO  AND  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 

ComplaiiiJints  averred   that  on   a  carload  of- lumber  shipped  by   them  from  Van,. 
Pennsylvania,    to    Burgettstown,    and    transported    by    respondents,    a    charge    of 
twelve  cents  per  hundred  weight  was  made,   while  the  Pennylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany transports  like  commodities  from   Oil  City  to   Burgettstown,    a  longer  haul, 
for  nine  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred  weight,  by  the  carload. 

Respondent  stated  that  at  the  time  shipment  was  made  the  rate  applied  was  the 
best  in  existence  between  points  of  shipment ;  thlit  when  their  attention  was  called 
to  the  matter  a  rate  of  nine  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred  weight,  by  the  car- 
load, was  put  in  effect,  but  that  this  rate  was  not  made  retroactive  and  does  not 
apply  to  the  shipment  complained  about. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  since  the  rate  in  effect  at  the  time  shipment  was 
made  was  applied,  the  Commission  was  not  warranted  in  holding  that  there  had 
been  an  overcharge. 


No.  862. 

POSTAL    TELEGRAPH    CABLE    COMPANY    vs.    CENTRAL 
DISTRICT  AND  PRINTING  TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  respondent  discriminated  by  delivering  messages  which 
were  intended  to  be  transmitted  by  complainant  to  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company,  a  competitor,  for  transmission,  and  requested  that  respondent  be  re- 
Quired  to  instruct  all  operators  to  inquire,  when  telegraph  service  is  desired, 
"which  telegraph  company?" 

Respondent    averred    its    purpose    to    treat    justly    and    fairly    all    aflSliated    com- 
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::..   state,   .at  ..  ^^^^^^  :^:i^^^^^^^-^^ 
adopted  for  use  by  patrons  m  calhng  ^^'  ^  '^  \^^  '-POSTAL"  a..d  the  call 

to  send  a  .essa.e     that  --^Xn^^T:!:    P      Corjan      is    -'TELEGRAM;"    that 
code    word    of    the    ^^  estcru   Lnion   Tekgiapi  y  telegraph   service 

to  require   respondents  operators   to   mquxre  o^  patron     ies  ^^^^  ^^^^^^ 

which  telegraph  company  was  de.red  ^^^^^^^  "^   ;,  ."^^at   when   patrons   be- 

:r:::r::i;rth:^  i:^or^r.:^.eL  di^eu.  or .... .. 

complaint.  consideration   of   the   matter  by   the   Commis- 

'°rL;  su».c„i™  ...»  fo,w.u.cd  .0  c„.P.ai=aut  wUl,  a  ,o<,»..  £.n-  e„,«..eot 
"r°;  ;irra!;1::S  a«d  ..e  .u..es.,o„  was  app^ved  b,  tWOo.™Usio„. 
the  case  was  closed. 

No.  863. 


r^c    ^t:>   <-uT7«iTFR    COUNTY   VS.   PENNSYLVANIA 
RESIDENTS   OF   ^HESTER   COUNi  Y 


RAILROAD  COMPANY 


°"I  ^^rolttafswer  was  sent  to  con,p,a,nant.  w,th  tte  recuest  that  «,e.  ».- 

"NoCrhaviog  been  received  it  was  assumed  tbat  tbe  aaswer  was  satisfactory, 
and  tlie  case  was,  tlicreforc,  closed. 


No.  864. 


HOWARD    GEORGE   vs.    PHILADELPHIA    AND    READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


complainant,  a  -'<---^ -::r\;brb'':;:;ii;u:ri:::  ::-r:r. 
rrbrUeC  e:r.':  -  r,.:idents . ..  <-.. ....  .1-1,.  t„at «,. 
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service   was   confined,    by    respondent,    to    business   houses    located    in    the   center 
of   the  aty.    and   denied   those   located   in   the   outlying   districts   of  the   city     Zl 

Te^    iVth'"  '^  ^■""■-    '^  '^""-^^  '''''-'  ^^"-^^'^^'    -^-^^  --^  1:2  uTr 
lates.  that  this  practice  is  unjust,   unreasonable  and  discriminatory,   and  requested 

Respondent  stated  that  the  service  named  was  established  only  for  use  between 
points  where  eom.nutation  ti,.ket.s  were  in  force,  and  was  limited  to  service  on 
through  trains  betwen  stations  from  and  to  which  packages  are  transported-  that 
the  price  charged  would  not  justify  the  handling  of  such  packages  where  a  transfer 
from  one  train  to  another  would  be  required,  resulting  in  the  possible  loss  or 
damage  of  the  package:  that  respondent  has  sixty-two  other  stations  in  the  city 
s.tuated  similarly  to  Fraukfurd,  where  the  same  restriction  is  in  force"  thai 
this  restriction  in  the  package  service  is  fully  set  forth  in  respondent's  published 
■  ate   tariff,    fiU'd   with   the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

A  copy  uf  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant,    with  the  request   that  he  c^m- 
inent  thereon. 

As  no  reply  was  received  the  case  was.  in  due  time,   dismissed. 


No.  866. 

D.  J.  KENNEDY  COMPANY,  et  al.,  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  PENNSYLVANIA  COMPANY  AND 
PITTSBURGH,  CINCINNATI,  CHICAGO  AND  ST  LOUIS 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants,   owners  of  sidings  which  connect  with  the  main  line  of  The  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  in  the  Brushton  District..    Pittsburgh,   averred  that  respondents 
discriminated    against   them   and    violated   the   provisions   of   the   Act   of   May  31 
ir.07,    P.    L.    page   354.    entitled    "An    Act    to    carry    into    effect    the    provisions   of 
Section  V,   Article  17,   of  the  Constitution  of  Pennsylvania,    relating  to  the  trans- 
portation  of  persons   and   property,    et   cetera,"    because   their   published   tariff  of 
charges   for   the    movement   of   carload    traffic   from    statins,    private   sidings   and 
team   tracks  located   within  what  is  known   as   the   Pittsburgh   switching  limits   to 
the   sidings    owned    by    the    complainants,    all    located    outside    of    the    Pittsburgh 
switching  limits  and   in   what  is  known  as  the  Brushton  district,    situated  within 
the   corporate   limits   of  the  city  of  Pittsburgh   and  along  the  main    line   of   The 
Pennsylvania  Railroad,   are  higher  than  the  charges  made  for  transporting  carload 
traffic  from   the  same   points  of  origin   to  sidings  within  the  Pittsburgh  switching 
limits   m   what   is   known   as   the   East   Liberty   District,    located   along   the   main 
line  of  The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  within  corporate  limits  of  the  City  of  Pittsburgh 
and  west  of  the  Brushton  District. 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  careful  consideration  of  the  averments  con- 
tained in  the  complaint  and  the  answers  filed  thereto  as  well  as  the  comments  of  the 
complainants  thereon,    the  Commission  filed  the  following: 

OPINION. 

The   complainants   own    sidings    upon    the    main   line   of   the   Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  in  what  is  known  as  the  Brushton  District     whinh 

^',  "^^^   ?K  ^^    ^'''^t    ^^'^^'-t-^    I^i«^"^t    in    the    C  n     of    pS^bur^h 
The   East   Liberty   District   is   within    the   Pittsl.uri.li   swit<  h  u '      mft; 
and    th.    Brushton    District    is    beyond    those    limits.      T le     ".^n  S 
sets  forth   in  eff.-ct  that  the  defendants  tariffs  of  cliarges  fr,  n  piin  o 
within   these  limits  to   the  sidings   of  Complaintants  are   higher   than 
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the  tariffs  from  the  same  points  to  sidings  in  the  East  Liberty 
District.  They  further  aver  in  effect  that  this  traffic,  in  order  to 
reach  the  East  Liberty  District,  is  moved  through  the  Brnshton 
yards.  It  is  contended  that  these  tariffs  of  charges  are  in  violation 
of  the  Act  of  May  31st,  1907,  which  provides  that  "Persons  and 
property  transported  over  any  railroad  sliall  be  delivered  at  any 
station  at  charges  not  exceeding  the  charges  for  transportation  of 
persons  and  property  of  the  same  class  in  the  same  direction  to 
any  more  distant  station."  Upon  most  classes  of  freight  the 
rates  upon  east  bound  freight  from  points  in  the  East  Pittsburgh 
District  to  Brushton  are  identical  with  those  to  East  Liberty.  Upon 
iron  and  steel  articles,  lumber,  lime,  cement  and  plaster,  the  rates 
from  Pittsbuigh — Duquesne  to  East  Liberty  are  twenty  cents  on  the 
hundred  pounds,  and  to  Brushton,  are  thirty  cents  per  hundred 
pounds,  and  upon  the  same  articles  from  Allegheny — P.  Co., 
Allegheny — West  Penna.,  Sharpsburg  and  Pittsburgh — P.  Co..  to 
East  Liberty  are  thirty  cents  per  hiindred  pounds  and  to  Brushton 
thirty-five  cents  per  hundred  pounds  with  the  exception  of  lumber, 
which  to  Brushton  is  charged  at  the  rate  of  forty  cents  per  hundred 
pounds.  Since  upon  east  bound  freight  the  distance  from  each  of 
these  points  at  which  it  is  received  is  greater  to  Brushton  than  it  is 
to  East  Liberty,  the  distance  being  determined  by  the  line  of  the 
transporting  railroad,  it  is  clear  that  ordinarily  the  situation  could 
'  not,   with  any  propriety  be  claimed  to  be  within  the  provision  of  the 

Act  of  1907."  A  complication,  however,  arises  in  the  present  case. 
At  these  points  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  maintains  four  tracks. 
Passengers  are  carried  upon  the  two  outer  tracks  and  freight  is  trans- 
ported upon  the  two  inner  tracks.  Occasionally  passenger  trains 
are  sent  on  their  way  over  the  freight  tracks.  At  East  Liberty  the 
freight  depot  is  to  the  south  of  the  four  tracks.  The  sidings  for 
unloading  are  north  of  these  tracks.  In  many  instances,  perhaps 
in  all  of  them,  in  order  to  reach  these  sidings,  the  cars,  after  coming 
to  East  Liberty,  are  sent  through  the  Brushtou  yards  and  brought 
back  to  East  Llbcrtv  iipon  the  west  bound  track. 

We  are  all  of  the  opinion  that  this  state  of  facts  does  not  materially 
affect  the  situation.  The  transportation  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
parison of  rates  has  ended  when  the  freight  reaches  the  station  of 
delivery.  The  sending  of  the  cars  through  Brushton  in  order  to 
get  them  upon  the  west  bound  track,  is  for  convenience  of  unloading. 
The  shifting  of  cars  about  in  the  yards  of  the  railroad  cannot  properly 
be  added  to  the  length  of  the  transportation,  and  what  is  done  here 
is  very  similar.  In  our  view  the  distance  meant  in  the  Act  of  1907, 
is  the'  distance  from  the  point  of  acceptance  of  the  freight  to  the 
station  of  delivery  by  the  line  of  the  railroad  furnishing  the  trans- 
portation . 

Tlie  complaint   is   therefore   dismissed. 


No.  867. 

H.  C.  BUCHER  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residents  of  Honey  Brook,  requested  the  Commission  to  aid 
them  in  having  respondent  install  a  telephone  in  their  station  at  Suplee,  a  junc- 
tion point  between  a  branch  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  and  the 
Wilmington  &  Northern  Branch  of  respondent,  stating  that  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company  had  signified  a  willingness  to  bear  one-half  the  expense. 

Respondent,  their  attention  having  been  called  to  the  request,  stated  that  the 
desired   telephone   service   had   been   installed. 
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No.  868. 
I.  H.  BRIGHT  vs.  UNITED  STATES  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complaiuaut,  a  resident  of  Tamaqua,  stated  that  he  had  shipped  by  the  re- 
spondent a  box  of  perishable  goods  to  his  daughter,  a  student  at  the  West  Chester 
Normal  School;  the  box  was  shipped  Friday  and  should  have  been  delivered  not 
later  than  Saturday  afternoon,  but  delivery  was  not  made  until  Monday  following. 
Respondent  stated  that  failure  of  prompt  delivery  was  occasioned  inadvertently 
in  the  transfer  at  Philadelphia  and  the  package  was  shipped  to  Chester  instead  of 
West  Chester;  the  delay  occasioned  by  this  crior  prevented  prompt  delivery,  and 
tendered  respondent's  aipologies  to  complainant,  which  were  accepted  as  satisfactory, 
thus  closing  the  case. 


No.  869. 
WILLIAM  G.  DOLL  vs.  CONESTOGA  TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  T.ancaster,  averred  that  respondent  carried  pas- 
sengers upon  the  front  platform  of  their  cars  and  further  stated  that  a  car,  which 
left^Millersville  for  Lancaster,  at  6:30  P.  M.,  Sunday  April  28th,  1912,  was  so 
crowded  that  five  adults  and  one  child  rode  upon  the  front  platform. 

Respondent  admitted  the  truth  of  the  specific  instance  named;  stated  that 
it  was  a  violation  of  their  rules,  for  which  the  crew  had  been  promptly  re- 
primanded ;  tlint  the  violation  was  occasioned  by  the  Lancaster  and  York  Furnace 
Street  Railway  Company,  which  connects  with  respondent's  line  at  Millersville,  un- 
expectedly delivering  them,    on   that  occasion,    a  carload  of  passengers. 

A  copy  of  respondent's  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  for  comment.  As  no 
attention  was  given  the  matter  by  him,    the  case  was  closed. 


No.  870. 

A.     F.     SCHANBACHER    vs.     PENNSYLVANIA     RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  shipper  of  milk  from  Grover,  Bradford  County,  to  the  City  of 
Williamsport,  protested  against  the  practice  of  respondent,  which  requires  ship- 
pers to  load  their  cans  in  baggage  cars,  while  general  freight  is  loaded  by  the 
employees  of  respondent;  he  also  stated  that  shipper's  cans  are  thrown  off  in  a 
reckless  manner  to  their  injury  and  deterioration,  unless  some  shipper  is  present  to 
handle  them,  and  requested  relief. 

Respondent  stated  that  under  their  published  tariff  of  rates  shippers  of  milk  were 
required  to  place  their  cans  upon  the  platform  and  assist  in  placing  them  in  the 
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-1  ;„  hnpMoe  cars  of  passenger 

,..,  ..er..e.  as  tMs  ^^f -^-:iir::^;r  t^i  ^.^P-t .... 

trains,    train   service  .ou  d  ^^     --^^  f    .^,^^^,^^„,,.  ,,  «,,  ,n.rty  cans  are  returned 
t.  ,h.  possible  damage  of  the  nu.k      b.  ^  ^^^^^    ^^^^_^,    ,esponsibiUty    for    .hein; 

.vitbout    charge,     ti.e    resp..ud.n      ";         "  ^^^^  ^.^^^.,f„l,y   bandied,    and  specific 

nevertheless,    it  is  tUoir  des.ro  to  ^^^   ,^    "  .^.^^  ,,,,  .-ere  put  off  would  re- 

complaint,    giving  date  and    oea.on  ^^^^  ^^  ^^    ^^^^    ,,   secure   the   careful 
eeive    prompt   attention,    and   e^eij 

handling  of  cans.  complainant  for  his  comment. 

A   ooDV  of  the  answer  was  seni  lo  t 

,     w«^  received,   the  case  was  closed. 
As  no  reply  was  leceiveu. 


No.  871. 


^    .MT.  7nOK  COMPANY  vs.  KISHACOQUILLAS 
HERTZLER  A^^^^^^^^^^^  COMPANY. 

^^    <nws    and    farm    machinery    located    at 

complainants,    ^^"'^XlVL^c^^^''^^  ..i.-d,  as.ed  wUet.e.  a  .ha..e  of 

BelltviUe,  a  „oiul  o-  the  Ime  »"  =^  .  ,„„,po.tins  coal  by  the  carload 

«,y  cent,  per  net  ton,    ^''^''J J^n" t "tit  the  regulations  „«  the  Conttnlsslof 

a  distance  of  9.7  m.les,  "'>="'  "'°^^  Commission  does  not  establish  rates,    but 

Complainants  were  advised  tha     the  Co  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^,,^. 

.onsiders,    npon  ^Pf  «=  ^^^^ti'n  '  b      Us  Id   a  cop,  of   the  Enles  of  Practice 

:::e:enr=--ts  ri, ;;;-— riri::  r  ^r:r: 

■rrXmr  ::r::^e,  ::  ::r  Inl/recei™  .e  carefnl  attention  Of  the 

Commission.  received,   the  case  was  closed. 

Eventually,   as  no  reply  was  received, 


No.  872. 
BECKMAN    AND    CRISSMAN    vs.   ADAMS  EXPRESS   COM- 


PANY. 


.  t  d   that  respondent  charged  $2.48  for  transporting  a  barrel  of 
Complainants  stated    ha     respo  ^^^^  Philadelphia  to  Olanta,   Clear- 

fisb,   weighing  one  ''^''^''l^^yjj^^,  ,^d  asked  how  relief  could  be  obtained, 
field  County,   which  w-  dee-ed    -e^^^^^^^^      ^^  ^^^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^^^^  ^,^,,,,  ,,, 

Complainant  was  sent  a  copy  ot  t  ^  ^y.^  complaint,  giv- 

the  Commission. 

As  no  reply  was  received  the  case  was  elosed . 


'^  ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  Qff    Doe 

No.  873. 

^''''7^^  f  ROWELL  vs.  PITTSBURGH,  HARMONY   BUT- 
LER AND  NEW  CASTLE  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Complainant,    a  resident  of  Butler,   averred  that  respondent's  method  of  opera 
tion  was  dangerous  and  unsafe.  "einou  or  opeia- 

The    Commission    requested    complainant    to    furnish    more    specific   information 

r^iz:::  r :::  zr "'"-  ^"-"- '-  •-  »-■■  ^^  — -; 


No.  875. 

J.    HARVEY    NOSS   vs.    TUSCARORA    VALLEY   RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 

Complainant,    a    resident    of    Honey    Grove,    averred    that    respondent    had    per 
-oatted    owners    of    land    adjacent    to    their    right-of-way  to    It  Th  if 

Lr  Th  "^ '''''-'-"  --^^  -  ^-  -  -r'icr:; 

1.       .      J  ''      ''''™'^    ^'^"^•^'     ^'^d    ^^""    ^"d    otherwise      occupy      these 

.  ounds;  that  recently  a  notice  had  been  served  requiring  all  persons  occupying  " 
of    respondent  s    nght-of-way    to    vacate    same    and    remove    fences    and    al     oZ 
obstructions;    that   employees   of  respondent  had   recently   cut  dovvn   fruit  trees  o 
complainant  growing  upon      this  right-of-way  for  which  he  claimed     amaoes 

stanZ!     ;":  "r^'  ''"  '''  '''''-'  ^^^^^^^^^"  '-''  '^  ^-^  owners  was  so"  long 

was  ^Jssa'y  thafT"'  "^^rT'^  '"^""^^  "^"^^^  *^^  -"-  --Plained  o 
was  necessaiy,  that  the  removal  of  trees  was  necessary,  as  a  public  safeguard 
that  engineers  could  have  a  better  view  of  the  track  safe-guard, 

a  .atter  over  which  ^hj^ri^ ^d^I  T re^j:::^Sr  '-'''''  ''''" 
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No.  877. 


LEIBY  AND  FLURIE  vs.  NORTHERN  CENTRAL  RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 

_    Complainants    averred    that    respondent    discriminated    against    them      by    chares- 
mg  them  a  rate  of  fifty  cents  per  ton,   by  the  carload,   for  transportin'g    hipmen; 

v^n  tile^TSel  "^l  '""'^^^^^'  "  ^'^  ^^^  ^'  ^^^-^^^-'^    a  ^dilta^e     J 

Speecewil   'to   t  e   CUv     f "  h"'"\  '   '^"''^   ^°""^'^^^   '^    *^«   ^^^^-'^'    ^-- 
Charles  b,t    *i,  'I  ^  Harnsburg,    a   distance   of     11.9   miles     respondent 

cnarges  Out  thirty-five  cents  per  ton. 

Respondent  stated,  that  the  rate  complained  about  had  been  in  force  for  more 
than  a  year,  without  any  complaint  having  been  made;  that  the  rate  f^m  New 
Cumberland   to   Harrisburg  had   been    reduced   to   thirty-five  cents   per  toHf  ^wo 

A  copy  of  answer  was  sent  to  complainants  with  request  for  comment 
As  no  reply  was  received  it  was  assumed  that  the  answer  was  satisfactory  and 
the  case  was,   therefore,  closed.  «<iusractory  and 
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No.   878. 

GEORGE  MITCHELL  vs.  THE  READING  TRANSIT  COM- 

PANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  respondent  operates  a  passenger  c^r  from  the  Penn- 
sylvania Railroad  Passenger  station  at  ManayunU  to  ^-verington  Avenu^  and 
SUverwood  Street,  manned  only  by  a  motorman,  who  collects  fai  s  fxom  the 
passengers  while  the  care  is  in  motion,   to  the  great  danger  of  ^^^J-^'^- 

Respondent  admitted   that  the   car  operated  over  the   route   named  in  the  com 
plait   is   manned    by    a    motorman    alone,    and    further    that    thxs    -r   covered    a 
rfute  only  about  one-half  mile  in  length,  upon  which  the  travel  is  very  Ugh  ,  bemg 
used  chiefly  for  transfer  of  persons  to  and  from  the  railroad  station ;  that  the  gates 
on  the  rear  platform  of  the  car  are  kept  closed  and  patrons  a-  oh  Jged  n^^^^ 

and  depart  through  the  front  door  and  that  fare  is  always  paid  to  the  motorman 
and  aeparr  imo  «  motion  while  fares  are 

as  the  passenger  enters  the  car;   that  the  car  is  ne\er 

bein-^  colledted ;  that  the  patronage  of  this  line  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  he 
TrnpLyment  of  a  conductor,  except  on  holidays  or  when  heavy  travel  is  anticipated 
when  a  conductor  is  supplied.  . 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  and  he  was  advised  tha  ,  if  it 
contained  a  correct  exposition  of  the  facts,  there  was  no  occasion  tor  action  ou 
the  part  of  the  Commission. 

As  no  reply  was  received,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  879. 


CHRISTIAN  K.  HARNISH  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,    a   dealer   in   coal,    averred   that   respondent   discriminated   agairst 
him,   because  of  a   refusal  to  construct  a  siding  to  his  coal  yard,   in  the  city  of 

Lancaster.  •j:„„      le    nnm 

Respondent    stated    that    they    were    willing    to    construct    the    siding      if    com 
plainant  secured  municipal  consent  to  lay  a  track  across  Water  Street,    in   that 

^'In  investigation  disclosed  that  there  was  involved  a  question-whether  or  not 
the  road  operated  by  respondent  has  or  does  not  have  authority  to  use  the  streets 
of  that  City  for  siding  purposes,   without  first  obtaining  municipal  consent. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  did  not  have  author.ty  to  deter- 
„,ine  the  legal  question  involved  and  suggested  that  he  and  the  respondent  have 
that  question  determined  by  the  Court,   thus  closing  the  case. 
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No.  880. 

WILLIAM  SCOTT  SNYDER  vs.  HUNTINGDON  AND  BROAD 
TOP  MOUNTAIN  RAILROAD  AND  COAL  COMPANY, 
PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  charge  of  ten  cents  for  each  five  gallon  can  of  milk, 
made  by  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  for  transportation  from  Mt.  Dallas  1o 
Bedford,  a  distance  of  eight  miles,  and  a  charge  of  seven  and  one-h?.lf  cents  for 
similar  package  made  by  the  Huntingdon  &  Broad  Top  Mountain  Railroad  & 
Coal  Company,  for  transportation  from  Cypher  to  Mt.  Dallas,  a  distance  of  nine 
miles,   was  excessive,   and  requested  relief. 

The  Huntingdon  &  Broad  Top  Mountain  Railroad  and  Coal  Company  stated 
that  the  rate  named  is  the  imiform  charge  on  single  shipments,  but  that  they  sell 
twenty  tags,  each  good  for  a  shipment  of  a  five  gallon  can  at  $1.50. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  answered  that  the  rate  named  is  their 
uniform  charge  for  a  single  shipment,  but  that  they,  sell  twenty  tags,  each  good 
for  a  shipment  of  a  five  gallon  can  including  return  of  can,  at  $1.75,  making  total 
charge  for  a  single  shipment  eight  and  one-half  cents ;  that  the  respondent's  igenl 
at  Bedford  had  sold  tags  to  complainant  for  which,  through  error,  he  charged  $2.00 
for  each  set  of  twenty  tags,  and  stated  that  if  complainant  would  furnish  an 
affidavit  showing  the  number  of  packages  of  tickets  purchased,  a  proper  refund 
would  be  made. 

Copies  of  the  answers  filed  were  sent  to  complainant,  with  request  for  comment 
thereon . 

v\.s  no  reply  was  received ,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  881. 


S.  LEBOW  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Bellaire,  Ohio,  stated  that  on  a  shipment  of  a 
carload  of  scrap  pipe  from  Pittsburgh  to  Vienna,  made  by  respondent  for  him, 
he  was  charged  a  rate  of  seventeen  cents  per  hundred  pounds ;  that  no  shipping 
instructions  had  been  given  and  that  a  different  routing  than  the  one  applied  the 
transportation  could  have  been  made  at  a  cost  of  not  over  eight  and  one-half 
cents  per  hundred  pounds;  he,  therefore,  averred  that  the  charge  made  was  ex- 
cessive,   and  requested  a  recommendation   for  relief. 

Respondent  staled  that  the  rate  ap|)lie(l  ^vas  correct,  c-onsidering  the  routing 
used  for  the  transportation ;  admitted  that  the  charge  assessed  wag  high  and  in- 
asmuch as  the  shipment  could  have  been  made  via  Washington,  on  a  combination  of 
local  rate,  at  seven  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  offered  to  refund  the  difference 
between  that  rate  and  the  rate  aj)plied. 

As  the  refund  offered  was  satisfactory  to  ( oiuplainant,  was  approved  by  the 
Commission  and  was  made  by  the  respondent,   the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  882. 


STEPHEN    SCRANTON,    et    al.,   vs.    NEW    YORK   CENTRAL 
AND  HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


ficient  to  justify  the  stopping  of  trains  referred  to  at  that  point. 

T  opv  o  the  answer  filed  .as  sent  complainants  and  they  were  advised  that 
th"^  necessitv  for  the  requested  recommendation  would  have  to  be  estabhshed  by 
proof    for  the  production  of  which  a  hearing  would  be  arranged  if  desired. 

Complainants  replied  that  it  would  be  a  hardship  upon  them  to  come  to  Hax^ 
risbrgTnd  stated,    that  after  consultation,    the  Commission  would  be  informed 

''^X:  ^  fu:tr:::nmunication  having  been  received,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  883. 


H.  A.  SPANNUTH  vs.  UNITED  STATES  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant   inquired   by  what  authority  respondent  maintained  ^  ^^e  «     f  *y 
cents  per  hundred   pounds  upon   cream  shipped   from   Lenhartsv.lle   to   PottsviUe 
whte  the  rate  on  same  commodity  from  Lebanon  to  Pottsville,   a  longer  haul,    is 


Respondent  stated  that  the  distance  between  LenhartsviUe  and  Pot^J^e  w 
greater  than  the  distance  between  Lebanon  and  Pottsville  by  nine-tenths  of  one 
mile,  which  Justified  the  increased  charge;  that  distance  of  transportation  is  no  th 
onlv  factor  necessarily  considered  in  making  rates  by  express  companies:  that  it 
is  the  uniform  practice  throughout  the  country  to  divide  the  territory  covered  by 
express  companies  into  groups  and  make  the  same  rate  applicable  to  every  place  in 
a  particular  group;  that  this  practice  has  been  followed  by  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  in  an  adjustment  of  express  rates  made  by  it,  and  is  the  fairest 
and  most  equitable  system  for  adjusting  rates  yet  devised. 

Pendin.^  consideration  of  the  matter  complained  of,  complainant  was  requested  to 
furnish  further  information  for  use  by  the  Commission  in  determining  the  question. 

As  the  desired  information  was  not  received,   fearing  that  the  request  might  have 
failed  of  delivery,    .omplainant   was  again   requested  to  supply   the   necessary   in- 

formation . 
No  reply  having  been  received,   the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  885. 

CORRY  HIDE  AND  FUR  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND 
HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  dealer  in  hides  and  manufacturer  of  leather  at  Corry,  averred 
that  respondents  had  applied  local  instead  of  joint  rates  on  four  separate  ship- 
ments of  green  hides  from  New  Millport,  a  station  on  the  line  of  the  New 
York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad,  to  Corry,  a  point  on  the  line  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Railroad,  and  requested  the  Commission  to  recommend  a  proper 
refund . 

FoUowinjr  investigation  and  considerable  correspondence,  the  complainant  in- 
formed the  Commission  that,  as  a  result  of  their  efforts  in  complainant's  behalf, 
the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company,  the  initial  carrier, 
had  refunded  the  overcharge,   thus  closing  the  case. 


No.  887. 

CRUTCHFIELD  AND  WOOLFOLK  vs.  BALTIMORE  AND 
OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  PENNSLVANIA  LINES  WEST  OF 
PITTSBURGH,  PITTSBURGH,  CINCINNATI,  CHICAGO, 
AND  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants  averred  that  a  rate  of  one  and  one-half  times  first  class  rate, 
maintained  by  Respondents  for  the  transportation  o|  water-melons,  loose  and  in 
less  than  carload  lots,  from  Pittsburgh  to  other  points  in  Pennsylvania  is  excessive 
and  unreasonable,  and  requested  rli.it  the  rate  on  this  commodity,  shipped  in  con- 
dition najned,  be  fixed  at  not  to  exceed  first-class  rate. 

The  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  replied  that  water  melons,  loose  and  in  less 
than  carload  lots,  should  not  be  given  as  low  a  rating  as  when  enclosed  in 
packages;  that  one  and  one-half  times  first-class  rate  is  not  excessive  for  tiiis 
(tomincidity.  taking  into  account  tlie  difficulty  of  handling  as  well  as  the  time 
consumed  therein,   coupled  with  the  danger  of  damage  and  consequent  loss. 

The  answer  of  the  Pennsylvania  Lines  West  was  practically  the  same  as  that  of 
the   Pennsylvania  Railroad   Company. 

The  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company  replied  that  they  had  made  effective 
August  20th,  1912,  the  application  of  first-class  rates  on  wateii-melons,  less  than 
carload  lots,  fifty  or  more,  loose,  released,  from  Pittsburgh  to  points  east  thereof 
on  their  own  lines,  with  a  rate  of  one  and  one-half  times  first-class  rates  on 
said  commodity,   under  similar  conditions,   from  Pittsburgh  to  points  west  thereof. 

Copies  of  the  answers  filed  were  sent  to  complainant  and  they  were  advised  that 
ir  they  desired  to  prosecute  the  matter  further,  still  deeming  the  rate  excessive, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  produce  proof,  a  time  for  the  reception  of  which  would 
be  named. 

As  no  reply  was  received,   after  due  time,   the  case  was  <]osed. 
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No.  888. 

GEORGE  HETRICK  vs.  BELL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  OF 

PENNSYLVANIA. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Birdsboio,  protested  against  the  prac  ice  of  re- 
spondent. whi<-h  r..,uiro.s  the  deposit  of  ten  cents  in  a  telephone  slot  -hen  patron 
is  using  toll  service,  before  making  connection  with  the  telephone  called,  and  asked 
whether  respondent  could  not  be  required  to  insure  the  presence  of  the  person  de- 
sired, before  requiring  deposit  to  be  made. 

After  investigation,  the  Commission  advised  complainant  that,  owing  to  the 
small  fee  charged  for  this  kind  of  service,  all  that  could  be  required  was  the 
connection  of  the  designated  telephone,  the  person  calling  taking  the  chance  of 
being  able  to  reach  the  person  desired. 


No.  889. 

T   B   MONTGOMERY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COM- 
PANY. 


Complainant,  engaged  in  business  at  Pittsburgh,  averred  that  respondent  charged 
eighteen  cents  for  a  single  fare  and  twenty  cents  for  a  round  trip,  good  until  used 
from  Aspinwall  to  Pittsburgh  and  Allegheny,  the  distance  to  Allegheny  bemg  6.9 
miles  while  when  tickets  are  purchased  in  books  of  twenty  single  or  ten  round- 
trip  '  the  rate  is  fifteen  cents  per  round-trip  or  seven  and  one-half  cents  per  single 
trip'  and  requested  advice  as  to  whether  the  eighteen  cent  rate  charged  for  a  single 
trio 'taking  into  account   the  distance  is  permissible,    under  the  laws  of  the  State. 

Complainant  was  informed  that  the  uniform  rate  of  fare  for  a  single  trip  is 
two  and  one-half  cents  per  mile,  but  that  railway  companies  in  this  State,  under  the 
law  for  local  service,  are  permitted  to  charge  three  and  one-half  cents  per  mile  and 
that  the  rate  complained  about  is  within  that  limitation. 


No.  890. 


S     R     CALDWELL    vs.    PHILADELPHIA    RAPID    TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  he  was  obliged  to  pay  two  fares,  ten  cents  in  going 
to  Point  Breeze  Park,  a  point  within  the  limits  of  the  City  of  Philadelphia,  and 
was  obliged  to  pay  a  like  amount  on  the  return  trip,  and  asked  whether  re- 
spondent was  justified  in  charging  two  fares  from  the  center  of  the  City  to  the 
point  named,   when  no  change  of  cars  is  made? 

Respondent  stated  that  Point  Breeze  Park  is  located  on  the  line  of  the  Philadel- 
phia  Railways   Company,    an   entirely   separate   corporation;   that  under  ordinary 
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circumstance  passongeis  would  change  cars  and  take  a  car  of  the  latter  Company, 
thus  paying  two  fares;  that  respondent,  for  the  convenience  of  the  public,  had 
arranged  to  run  certain  of  their  cai's  through  to  Point  Breeze  Park  over  the  line  of 
the  Philadelphia  Railways  Company  from  its  Junction  point  with  the  line  of  re- 
spondent; that  under  this  arrangement  the  fare  charged  is  no  greater  than  it 
would  be  otherwise,  while  passengers  are  saved  the  annoyance  of  making  transfer. 
As  the  answer  was  deemed  sufficient,  a  copy  thereof  was  sent  complainant  and 
the  case  closed. 


No.  891. 

M.  B.  MILLER,  et  al.,  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  LINES  WEST  OF 

PITTSBURGH. 


Complainants,  patrons  of  respondent's  line,  averred  that  train.  No.  809,  run- 
ning between  New  Castle  and  Oil  City,  was  frequently  so  crowded  that  many  pas- 
sengers were  obliged  to  stand,   and  requested  relief. 

Respondent  stated  that,  owing  to  the  fact  that  travel  on  this  train  varies 
considerably,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  the  equipment  necessary  to  properly  ac- 
commodate the  traffic ;  that  an  additional  coach  had  been  added  to  train  Nos.  809 
and  806  for  the  Saturday  and  Monday  trips,  to  accommodate  the  week  end 
travel . 

Copy  of  answer  was  sent  to  complainants,  and  case  closed. 


No.  892. 

G.  B.  RICKABAUGH  vs.  UNITED  STATES  EXPRESS  COM- 
PANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  on  a  package  transported  by  Respondent  from  Phila- 
delphia to  Mt.  Holly  Springs  the  charge  was  sixteen  cents,  while  for  transporting 
a  package  from  Pottstown  to  Mt.  Holly  Springs,  intermediate  point,  the  charge 
was  thirty  cents,   and  requested  an  explanation  for  the  difference  in  rates. 

Respondent  stated  that  their  rate  from  Philadelphia  to  Mt.  Holly  Springs  is 
$1.00  per  hundred  weight  and  from  Pottstown  to  Mt.  Holly  Springs  is  seventy- 
five  cents  per  hundred  weight ;  that  on  packages  weighing  not  over  three  pounds 
the  rates  are  the  same  ;  the  fact  that  the  charge  of  the  Pottstown  package  was  the 
higher  suggested  that  it  weighed  more  than  the  Philadelphia  package,  otherwise  a 
mistake  was  made  in  billing  and  I'cquested  further  information  disclosing  dates  of 
shipment  and  names  of  shippers  and  consignees  so  as  to  enable  respondent  to  make 
a  satisfactory  investigation. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  and  he  was  requested,  if  the 
answer  was  not  satisfactory,   to  furnish  the  information  desired. 

Eventually,    no  answer  having   been   received,    the  case  was  closed. 


No.  26.        PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION.  77 

No.  893. 

MERCHANTS    OIL    COMPANY    vs.    PHILADELPHIA    AND 
READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complaiuaut  averred  that  charges  of  demurrage,  made  against  them  by  re- 
snondent    were  unjust,  unreasonable  and  discriminatory. 

An  investigation  disclosed  that  the  shipments,  out  of  which  the  demurrage 
ohfrgesarse,  were  interstate,  therefore,  complainant  was  advised  that  the 
Commission  did  not  have  jurisdiction,   and  the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  894. 

DOUREDOURE     BROTHERS     vs.     PENNSYLVANIA    RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainants  stated  that  upon  a  shipment  of  two  carloads  from  their  factor  s 
in  Phi  adelphia  to  the  American  Line  dock  in  that  City,  intended  for  shipment  to 
Liv^rnool  England,  they  had  been  charged  demurrage;  that  arrangements  tor 
^h  an trlfion  had  blen  made  with  the  Steamship  ^'---/'  ^^  ^  .;;^- 
ments  had  been  started  from  their  factory ;  that  before  the  date  of  sailing  the 
Steamsh  p  Company's  agents  informed  them  that,  owing  to  labor  troubles  rn 
En^nd  the  consignment  could  not  be  accepted,  for  which  reason  the  contract  for 
^ran^o'  a  ion  was  cancelled;  that  the  goods  contained  in  this  shipment  were 
eventually  delivered  to  a  consignee  in  the  City  of  Philadelphia;  that,  under  the 
cL^umstances,    the   demurrage   charges   made   were   unjust   and   unreasonable,    and 

Te'tldentiiated  that  freight  destined  for  foreign  ports,  under  their  rules  is 
held  free  of  charge  for  a  period  of  thirty  days  ;  that  as  the  shipments  referred  to 
were  refused  by  the  Steamship  Company  and  delivery  thereof  made  to  a  customer  in 
"hllldelphia,  the  rules  .ppUcable  to  local  shipments  applied  and  the  demurrage 
Charges   entered   were   pmper,    not   to   have   done   so   would   have   been   ap   act   ot 

^^TftTrrarefu'l  consideration  by  the  Commission,  complainants  were  advised  that 
inatnauch  as  the  r.-spondent  was  in  no  way  responsible  for  the  delay,  the  relief  re- 
quested could  not  be  recommended. 


No.  895. 

W   M    SELL,  et  al.,  vs.  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY  OF 

NEW  JERSEY. 


complainants  averred  tha^  to  enable  patrons  residing  at  Slatington  and  WaUnU- 
por  owns  located  opposite  each  other  and  o.i  the  banks  of  the  Lehigh  River,  to 
rea  ;  Palmerton,   where  they  were  employed,  in  tTme  for  their  work,  train  No.  31 
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on  respondent's  road,  running  between  Bethlehem  and  Siegfried,  a  town  eight 
miles  distant  from  Walnutport,  should  be  continued  on  to  Palmerton  and  its 
schedule  advanced  sufficiently  to  enable  it  to  arrive  at  Palmerton  not  later  than  6  22 
A.   M. 

Respondent  stated  that  to  advance  the  time  of  departure  of  train  No.  31  at 
Bethlehem  sufficiently  to  accommodate  petitioners  many  more  patrons  would  be  in- 
convenienced than  benefited. 

Att.n-  an  investigation  and  conference  with  the  parties,  complainant  and  re- 
spondent, the  Commission  suggested  that  train  No.  31  be  continued  on  to  Palmerton 
and  its  time  for  leaving  Bethlehem  be  advanced  forty  minutes,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  whait  effect  such  change  would  have  on  the  patrons  who  theretofore  used 
that  train. 


No.  896. 

W.    L.    CAUFFMAN   vs.    PHILADELPHIA   RAPID   TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  German  town,  Philadelphia,  stated  that  persons 
resident  in  the  section  of  Germantown  in  which  he  resides  are  obliged  to  pay  a 
faiie  of  fifteen  cents  to  reach  points  on  the  York  Road,  north  of  Ogontz,  during 
the  week  days,  while  on  Saturday  evenings,  Sunday  afternoons  and  holidays  the 
trip  can  be  made  for  ten  cents,  owing  to  the  operation  of  cars  on  those  days  not 
generally  operated,    which  practice  he  aveis  to  be  discriminatory. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  cars  which  complainant  desired  to  have  placed  in 
service  had  not  been  operated,  except  on  Saturdays,  Sundays  and  holidays,  since 
the  Fall  of  1907;  that  by  walking  two  and  one-half  blocks  persons  residing'in  the 
section  of  Germantown  referred  to  can  make  the  trip  designated  by  complainant 
for  ten  cents,  while  those  who  object  to  doing  any  walking  can  reach  designated 
points  by  paying  a  fare  of  fifteen  cents. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  discrimination  does  not  exist  when  the  entire  pub- 
lic is  afforded  the  same  accommodations  at  the  same  time;  that  the  cars  of  the 
respondent  operated  on  Saturdays,  Sundays  and  holidays  are  available  alike  to  the 
entire  public,  and  their  withdrawal  on  all  other  days  applies  with  like  effect  to  the 
entire  public.  Therefore,  there  is  no  discrimination,  and  the  complaint  must 
be  dismissed. 


No.  897. 

L.  G.  SHERMAN  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  office  of  the  respondent  in  the  City  of  Lancaster 
was  inadequate  and  dangerous,  because  patrons  in  looking  for  incoming  shipments 
were  obliged  to  pass  through  a  narrow  alley  and  ascend  a  narrow  and  dangerous 
stairway  entrance  to  reach  respondent's  wareroom;  that  while  the  main  office  opened 
on  the  main  street  the  habit  was  to  send  inquiring  patrons  to  the  wareroom,  thus 
obliging  them   to  use  the  alley  and  stairway   referred  to. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  alley  complained  about  was  sixteen  feet  wide  and 
paved;   that   it  was  never  so  crowded  as  to  be  dangerous,    that   the  distance  from 
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the  office  to  the  warehouse  steps  is  seventy-three  feet,  and  the  alley  referred  to  is 
the  passage  way;  that  at  the  entrance  to  the  warehouse  from  the  alley  there  are 
five  steps  which  are  two  feet  two  Inches  wide  at  the  most  narrow  pla.e ;  that  to 
obviate  the  necessity  of  pauons  being  sent  to  the  warehouse  to  inquire  for  packages 
an  extension  telephone  had  been  placed  in  the  warehouse,  and  to  make  the  stair- 
way entrance  to  the  warehouse  more  convenieiit  for  those  who  enter  that  way,    a 

light  had  been  placed  over  it. 

A   copy   of   the   answer   was   sent   complainant    and    the   case    was,    eventually, 

closed. 


No.  898. 


J.  M.  LITTLE  vs.  ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  on  a  shipment  of  slag,  transported  by  respondent 
from  Meadville,  Crawford  County,  to  Kennard,  Mercer  County,  he  had  been 
charged  at  the  rate  of  ninety  cents  per  ton,  while  for  shipments  of  like  commodities 
to  Shenango,   a  longer  haul,   the  rate  is  only  forty-five  cents  per  ton. 

After  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts,  including  statements  made  by 
respondent  the  Commission  recommended  a  refund  of  the  difference  between  tht 
rate  charged  and  a  new  rate  of  forty-five  cents  per  ton  made  effective  at  that  time. 

Complainant    informed   the   Commission   that   the   refund   recommeirted   had   been 


made, 


No.  899. 


CHARLES  W.  MESSNER  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRAN- 
SIT COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  cars  of  respondent  going  westwardly  on  Erie  Avenue 
Philadelphia,  did  not  stop  at  Broad  Street  to  receive  or  discharge  passengers,   and 
asked  if  this  practice  was  not  in  violation  of  their  franchise  obligations. 

Respondent    stated    that    the    practice    complained    about    resulted    from    a    mis- 
understanding  of   orders,    which   had   been   corrected   and   cause   ot   complaint   re- 

moved . 
As  this  satisfied  complainaint,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  900. 

A    K.  STEFFY,  et  al.,  vs.  CENTRAL  PENNSYLVANIA  TRAC- 
TION COMPANY. 


This   complaint   made   request   that   respondent  be  required  to  have  cars  on   the 
Reservoir  Park  Line  make  Disbrow  Street,    in  the  City  of  Han-isburg,   a  regular 

stopping  place.  ■       ^re  r.f  Wnlnnt 

Rospondent  stated  that  Disbrow  Street  is  a  short  street,   opening  off  of  Walnut 

6 
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Streot,  between  Sixteenth  aiul  Seveuteciith  Streets;  that  the  practice  of  the  re- 
spondent is  to  stop  their  cars  at  the  terminus  at  each  blocli,  a  distance  of  about 
four  hundred  feet,  except  in  the  business  part  of  the  city  where  stops  are  made  at 
alleys  also;  that  to  increase  the  number  of  stops  in  the  outlying  district  would 
seriously  interfere  with  prompt  and  efficient  service. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was   sent   to  complainants  and   they   were   advised   that, 
after  careful  consideration,    the  complaint  had  been  dismissed. 


No.  901. 

WM.   G.   HARTRANFT   CEMENT  COMPANY   vs.  PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  an  application  bad  been  made  to  the  agent  of  re- 
spondent at  Nanticoke  for  a  rate  fon  transhipping  a  carload  of  cement  to  the  West 
Lumber  &  Manufacturing  Company  at  Plymouth,  which  had  been  consigned  from 
Peun- Allen,  a  point  on  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad,  to  Nanticoke,  a  junction  point 
with  the  respondent;  that  the  rate  quoted  was  approximately  $150.00,  which  was 
averred  to  be  excessive. 

Respondent  stated  that  cement  does  not  originate  at  Nanticoke,  for  which 
reason  commodity  rates  were  not  in  force  between  Nanticoke  and  Plymouth,  and 
the  agent  was  obliged  to  quote  sixth  class  rate  as  the  best  rate  in  effect;  that 
the  transportation  was  not  made  and  the  cement  was  delivered  to  the  original  con- 
signee ;  that  respondent  was  endeavoring  to  arrange  routing  for  traffic  between 
the  Wilkes-Barre  district  and  Plymouth,  and  vicinity,  at  a  rate  considerably  lower 
than  the  existing  class  rates. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  complainant  with  the  information  that  it  would  be 
deemed  to  be  satisfactory,   unless  a  reply  to  the  contrary  were  received. 

No  such  reply  having  been  received,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  902. 

JAMES  J.  MAUERY  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  manufacturer  of  ice  cream  at  Lewistown,  averred  that  a  charge 
of  fifty  cents  for  transporting  three  gallons  of  ice  cream,  sixty  pounds,  or  $1.00 
for  transporting  ten  gallons,  one  hundred  and  eighty  pounds,  was  excessive  and 
unreasonable. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  $1.00  rate  applied  only  on  shipments  to  points  where 
the  rate  per  hundred  pounds  is  over  fifty  cents;  that  a  three  gallon  packer  weighs 
nearer  eighty  pounds  than  sixty  pounds,  and  a  charge  of  fifty  cents,  considering 
the  fact-  that  packers  cannot  be  placed  one  upon  the  other  or  upon  anything  else,  and 
that  other  commodities  are  sometimes  damsged  by  the  water  which  leaks  from 
them,   to  the  injury  of  respondent,  is  reasonable  and  just. 

Complainant  was  sent  a  c'opy  of  the  answer  and  advised  that  the  rates  complained 
about  did  not  appear  to  be  so  unreasonable  as  to  warrant  a  recommendation  sug- 
gesting   a    reduction. 
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No.  903. 

H    F    BLANEY,  et  al..  vs.  EASTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
WAYS COMPANY. 


charter. 


No.  904. 


N.  D.  ALEXANDER  vs.  CONESTOGA  TRACTION  COMPANY. 

ComDiainaBt   was  advised    that   the    Commission   does   not    have   jutisdiction   in 
,he  rt«r«lber  than  to  direct  the  respondent  to  meet  the  re,nifements  ot  thetr 

'■"rl'Illainant     a   resident  of   Lancaster,    inquired  whether   respondent  coold   not 
he    eZirdfe^uip  their  cars,  operated  thron.h  the  conntr,  »,th  toi.e.s,  avernn. 

^f  f,o  Hnnnver  &  York  Line  were  so  equipped. 
tZZJf:::  fnCed  that  there  is  no  iaw  in   this.  State  which  re,nires 
such  equipment,    and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  905. 


CASINO  BOWLING  ALLEYS  vs.  BELL  TELEPHONE  COM- 
PANY OF  PENNSYVANIA. 


thP  ereat  damas-  of  complainaut  who  is  obliged  to  pay  therefore. 

ReJpolr  stated  that  complainant  had  a  four-party,  flat  rate  business 
coftra  which  is  furnished  only  for  the  use  of  tho  subscriber  his  agents  or 
contract  '  n.-actically  Impossible  to  restrict  service  for  the  tele- 

ZnTrn'^snUwrout  denying  toll  lid  long  distance  service  to  other  telephones 
on  the  s  me  line;  that  complainant  might  have  the  location  of  this  telephone 
Injed  so  as  to  be  able  to  supervise  its  use.  or  take  a  direct  single  party  line, 
in  which  case  the  desired  restriction  could  and  would  be  enforced. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  complainant  and  the  case  closed. 

6—26—1913. 
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No.  907. 

J.  B.  ARMOUR  vs.  BELL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  OF 

PENNSYVANIA. 


Complaiuant  averred  that  in  August,  1911,  ho  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  respondent  for  the  service  of  a  telephone  in  his  residence  in  the  City  of  Harris- 
burg ;  that  on  April  1,  1912,  he  removed  to  Middletown  and  requested  re- 
spondent to  move  his  telephone  to  Middletown,  he,  the  complainant,  paying  the 
charges  incident  thereto,    which  respondent  refused  to  do. 

After  an  investigation  complainant  was  advised  that,  as  Harrisburg  and 
Middletown  are  different  territories,  with  dilferent  rates,  it  was  not  feasible  to 
move  a  telephone  from  one  place  to  another. 


No.  908. 

BOOTH    AND.   FLINN,    LIMITED,    vs.    BALTIMORE    AND 
OHIO   RAILROAD   COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  respondent  had  quoted  a  rate  of  forty-five  cents  per  ton 
on  stone  shipped  from  Dunbar  to  Shoaf ;  that  the  rate  quoted  had  been  accepted  and 
sale  and  shipment  made  accordingly  ;  that  when  shipment  was  delivered  a  rate  of 
fifty-five  cents  per  ton  was  applied,  and  requested  a  recommendation  for  refund. 

Respondent  admitted  the  truth  of  the  averments  contained  in  the  complaint  and 
offered  to  make  refund  of  the  excess  charge,  provided  the  Commission  authorized 
them  to  do  so. 

AfteP  due  Consideration,  the  Commission,  relying  upon  the  good  faith  of  com- 
plainant and  respondent,   directed  that  a  refund  of  the  excess  charge  be  made. 

Complainant  and  respondent  informed  the  Commission  Hhat  refund  had  been 
made,   therefore,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  911. 

CITIZENS  OF  BECHTELSVILLE  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND 
READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants  averred  that  the  passenger  and  freight  stations  maintained  by 
respondents  at  Bechtelsville  were  antiquated  and  inadequate  to  meet  existing  con- 
ditions,  and   requested  a  recommendation  for  relief. 

Following  an  inspection  of  the  locality  and  an  interview  with  an  official  of 
the  Respondent  Company,  the  Commission  was  advised  that  early  in  the  year 
1913,  respondent  would  proceed  to  erect  a  suitable  passenger  station  at  Bechtelsville, 
one  commensurate  with  the  business  of  that  place. 

A  copy  of  the  above  information  was  sent  complainant  and  the  case  was 
closed . 
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No.  912. 


T   B   FURST  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY 
•'■  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  charge  of  .$3.3.80  for  t-s^erring^.  ^.f  ^l:XniI 
f  n^  the  tracks  of  respondont,  at  Harrisburg,  to  the  tracks  of  the  I  ennsylvama 
KriadComSn;  an;  deliver;  by  it  to  consignee  at  Elizahethville ,  was  excessive 
and  unreasonable,   and  requested  a  recommendation  for  reliet.  .  .     „      ,      , 

ReZdeot   stated   that   the   car   in   question   had   been   shi,,ped    ongma  ly   to   a 

Kespona  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^.^^  ^^  Harrisburg;   that  this 

consignee  located  on  its  line  in  rne  i„.„ertin.>    it      and   complainant 

,. .f„^-o,i    to    rer-eive    the   shipment,    attei    inspecxiUf,    u,    ^i"  i 

r^d   t         car  be  rnsfer.d   to 't.e   Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company  for  de 
Hveryat  Elizabethville;  that  under  the  circumstances  the  charges  were  reasonable 
and  were  in  acct^rdance  with  the  regular  joint  classified  rate. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  and  he  was  advise^    hat.   if  he 
still  thought  the  rate  unreasonable,   a  time  for  a  hearing  would  be  named. 

As  no  reply  was  received  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  913. 


W    CLIFFORD   vs.    CENTRAL   DISTRICT    AND    PRINTING 

TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 


Complainant,    a  resident   of  .Teannette.    averred   that   the  service   afforded   by   re- 
rntin  that  localitv  was  insufficient,   unsatisfactory  and  generally  bad. 
"Clal'nTirtLsted  to  furnish  definito  and  specific  information,   in  order 
that  the  Commission  might  give  the  matter  due  consideration. 

Eventually,  no  reply  having  been  received,   the  case  was  dosod. 


No.  914. 

S  W  ZIMMERMAN  vs.  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


,   .        .         .r^ri.tor  of  a   hotel   at   Somerset,    stated   that  there  were  three 
Complainant     propr    to     of  a   h    e^^  ^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^.^^^^^^^   ^^^^  ^^.^^  ^^^^  ^^^ 

T"  ;rm  Crrenir!  to  S  merset  and  that  the  charges  on  shipments  varied 
::r:tr:otr:::;i:",  and  requested  the  Comimssion  to  recommend  the  adop- 
tion of  similar  rates  for  each  routing.  ^^^  .^^^  ^^^^^  .^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^^ 
p::::^rr  ::::::::  :  artl^s  transported  over  di.erent  routes. 
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No.  915. 
G.  W.  MOORE  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


(oinplainaiil,  a  rosideiit  of  Moore,  a  station  on  the  line  of  the  I'hihidelphia,  Bal- 
timore &  Washington  Railroad,  of  resirondent's  system,  stated  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  two  sets  of  conamutation  tickets,  one  good  between  Moore  8|nd  Philadel- 
phia ,  and  the  other  good  between  Moore  and  Chester ;  that  for  many  years  he  has 
made  the  trip,  as  occasion  roquii-pd,  from  Chester  to  Philadelphia,  using  similar 
tickets:  that  on  July  1,  1J)12,  respondent  issued  3jn  order  to  the  effect  that  commu- 
tation tickets  should  only  be  accepted  on  trains  which  made  stops  at  points  desig- 
nated on  tickets,  by  reason  of  which  fact  he  was  prevented  from  using  his  commuta- 
tion tickets  on  through  trains  between  Chester  and  Philadelphia  ;  that  this  order 
was  unjust  and  unreasonable,   and  requested  relief. 

Complainant  was  advised  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commission,  the  regulation 
was  not  unreasonable,   and  therefore,    the  complaint  was  dismissed. 


No.  916. 

H.   FRANKLIN   BROSSMAN   vs.   UNITED   TRACTION 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Reading,  stated  that  respondent  operates  the  line  of 
the  Reading  &  Womelsdorf  Traction  Company,  which  traverses  Fenn  Avenue  in 
the  borough  of  Wyomissing ;  that  stops  are  not  permitted  to  be  made  between 
Reading  Avenue  and  Trent  Avenue,  cross  streets  in  said  borough,  although  three 
cross  streets  intervene;  this  practice  was  averred  to  be  a  hardship  and  unreasonable. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  Womelsdorf  Division  is  a  suburban  road  the  cars  upon 
which,  as  is  the  universal  custom,  stop  only  at  fixed  places;  that  the  distance 
between  Reading  apd  Trent  Avenues  is  only  about  five  hundred  and  seventy  feet,  the 
length  of  an  ordinary  city  square ;  that  Penn  Avenue  between  the  points  named  is 
on  a  seven  per  cent,  grade,  which  precludes  fi-equent  stops  if  the  schedule  de- 
sii-ed  by  suburban  patrons  is  to  be  maintained. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  filed  was  sent  to  complainant  accompanied  with  a  copy  of 
the  Rules  of  Practice. 

As  no  further  action  was  taken  by  complainant  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  917. 
Z.  L.  SPANGLER  vs.  READING  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  first  morning  car  on  respondent's  line  running  from 
Wernersville  to  the  City  of  Reading  was  overcrowded  every  week  day  morning. 

Respondent  admitted  that  an  investigation  made  showed  that  the  car  named  was 
ovei'crowded ,  for  the  relief  of  which  condition  an  additional  car  had  been  put  in 
service,  schedule  to  leave  Wernersville  for  Reading  at  same  time  as  car  com- 
plained about. 

This  improvement  was  entirely  satisfactory  to  complainant  and  the  case  was 
closed. 
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No.  918. 

CAMBRIA  AND  INDIANA  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  IN 
RE-APPLICATION  TO  MAKE  REFUND  TO  PENNSYL- 
VANIA LUMBER  AND  CONSTRUCTION  COMPANY. 


The  petitioning  Company  stated  that  on  shipments  of  cinder  made  by  them 
for  the  Pennsylvania  Lumber  &  Construction  Company,  the  sixth-class  rate  of 
eighty  cents  per  net  ton  was  applied,  in  the  absence  of  commodity  rates;  that  it  had 
been  their  purpose  to  publish  a  rate  covering  cinder  and  slag,  but,  through  over- 
sight, it  had  not  been  done;  that  such  a  rate  had  been  placed  in  effect,  and 
requested  leave  to  refund  the  difference  between  the  rate  charged  and  the  rate 
then  established,   the  rate  charged  being  deemed  excessive  and  unreasonable. 

The  Commission,  after  careful  investigation,  the  charge  made  being  conceded 
to  be  unreasonable,  authorized  petitioner  to  make  refund  of  the  sum  suggested. 


No.  920. 

RESIDENTS  OF  BROAD  TOP  CITY,  et  al.,  vs.  HUNTINGDON 
AND   BROAD   TOP  MOUNTAIN   RAILROAD   AND   COAL 

COMPANY. 

Complainants,  residents  of  Broad  Top  City,  Huntingdon  County,  and  points 
adjacent  thereto,  requested  that  respondent  be  required  to  maintain  an  agent 
at  Broad  Top  City,    for  the  accommodation  of  patrons. 

Complainants  were  advised  that,  after  a  careful  investigation,  the  Commission 
was    not    convinced    that    a    sufficient    necessity    existed    to    warrant    the    desired 

request . 

(See  complaint  No.  f«:-{.) 


No.  921. 

PAGE  WOVEN  WIRE  FENCE  COMPANY  vs.  PITTSBURGH 
AND  LAKE  ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  rate  of  twenty-two  and  one-half  cents  per  hundred 
weight  for  transporting  wire  fencing,  les«  than  carload  lots,  from  Monessen  to  Con- 
neaut  Lake  was  excessive  and  unreasonable. 

Respondent  stated  that  Conneaut  Lake  is  a  point  on  the  Buffalo  &  Lake  Brie 
Railroad,  to  reach  which  they  are  obliged  to  carry  the  commodity  to  New  Castle 
.Junction,  where  delivery  is  made  to  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company 
which  in  turn  transports  same  to  Butler  where  delivery  is  made  to  the  Buffalo  &  Lake 
Erie  Railroad  Company  for  conveyance  to  destination;  that  the  rate  Charged,  consid- 
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ering  the  service,  transfers  and  different  lines  of  railway  engaged  in  the  transporta- 
tion, is  just  and  reasonable;  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  establish  some  working 
arrangement  by  which  less  than  carload  shipments  destined  for  Buffalo  and  Lake 
Erie  delivery  could  be  made  on  a  through  rate  basis ;  while  this  arrangement  had  not 
been  completed,    respondent  averred  they  would  do  their  best  to  bring  it  about. 

After  due  consideration,  tlie  complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  did 
not  have  authority  to  establish  joint  through  lates  and,  as  the  complaint  filed  was 
not  against  any  of  the  local  rates  applicable,   (he  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 


No.  924. 

W.  O.  GALLOP  vs.  BELL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  OF 

PENNSYLVANIA. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Kane,  stated  that  for  a  talk  of  three  minutes  with 
a  gentleman  at  Tionesta,  distant  aibout  sixty  miles,  he  had  been  cTiai-ged  the  sum 
of  sixty  cents,  which  he  averred  was  unreasonable  and  unjust. 

After  some  correspondence,  the  respondent  informed  the  Commission  that  their 
rate  for  a  three-minute  service,  between  the  points  names,  had  been  reduced  from 
sixty  cents  to  thirty  cents. 

Complainant  was  advised  of  the  change  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  925. 

A.    MACOOL    vs.    LANCASTER    AND    YORK    FURNACE 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  i-oadbed  and  equipment  used  by  respondent  were 
inadequate,    insufficient  and  unsafe.  9 

Respondent  stated  that  the  original  owners  had  operated  the  road  at  a  loss,  in 
consequence  of  which  fact  it  had  been  inadequately  maintained ;  that  control 
passed  to  respondent  in  1911 ,  since  which  time  improvements  had  been  made  and 
would  continue  to  be  made  -as  rapidly  as  it  is  possible  to  make  them  in  an  operated 
road  until  the  entire  line  shall  bo  placed  in  first  class  condition  ;  that  the  equipment 
in  use  is  of  the  standard  character  and  entirely  sufficient  for  the  demands  upon  tlie 
road. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  complainant  and  he  was  requested  to  inform 
the  Commission  if  it  did  not  prove  satisfactory. 

As  no  reply  was  received  the  case  was  closed . 


No.  926. 

PHILADELPHIA     ELECTRICAL    AND     MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY  vs.   ADAMS   EXPRESS   COMPANY. 


Complainants  protested  against  the  practice  of  respondent  of  billing  shipments 
made  to  them  at  Philadelphia  from  Beaver  Falls,  at  twenty  pounds  per  crate, 
whereas,   in  fact,   each  crate  weighed  but  twelve  pounds;  that  one  hundred  crates 
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weigh,  ia  the  aggregate,  twelve  hundred  pounds  and  that  respondent's  published 
tariff  should  cost,  for  the  transportation,  eighteen  dollars,  while,  under  the  prac- 
tice complained  about,  the  charge  is  thirty  dollars,  and  asked  whether  any  car- 
rier had  the  right  to  bill  ai  shipment  at  a  weight  higher  than  its  actual  weight. 

Respondent  stated  that  shipment  complained  about  was  made  under  a 
regulation  of  their  Official  Classification,  which  provides  that  when  two  or  more 
packages  are  forwarded  by  one  shipper,  at  the  same  time,  to  one  consignee  and  to 
same  local  address,  the  charge  must  be  based  on  the  aggregate  weight,  provided 
that  when  packages  weigh  less  than  twenty  pounds,  each  shall  be  estimated  and 
charged  for  as  weighing  twenty  pounds;  provided  further,  that  a  lower  charge  is 
made  by  such  aggregation;  that  this  rule  is  a  concession  to  shippers,  without 
which  each  package  in  the  shipment  could  and  should  be  charged  separately,  and 
billed  at  actual  weight.  Under  the  published  tariff,  the  aggregate  charge  would  be 
much  higher ;  that  if  complainants  would  box  or  crate  or  cleat  together  two  or  more 
packages,  the  weight  of  each  package,  so  produced,  would  exceed  twenty  pounds 
and  the  cause  of  complaint  would  be  removed,  and  respondent  saved  handling 
numerous  packages. 

After  careful  consideration,  the  Commission  advised  complainant  that  the  pro- 
vision protested  against  is  really  a  concession  to  shippers  and  that  there  is  no 
ground  upon  which  the  complaint  could  be  sustained,   therefore,   it  was  dismissed. 


No.  927. 

RESIDENTS  OF  SMYSERS,  et  al.,  vs.  NORTHERN  CENTRAL 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residents  of  Smysers,  Glen  Rock  and  Shrewsbury,  petitioned 
the  Commission  to  have  the  respondent  stop  train  No.  52,  which  leaves  York  at 
0:13  P.  M.,  at  the  above  named  points,  averring  that  they  were  employed  at 
York  and  under  existing  schedule  could  not  leave  that  place  for  their  home  earlier 
than  8:25  P.  M. 

Respondent  stated  that  to  comply  with  the  request  would  so  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  that  train  as  to  seriously  inconvenience  a  much  larger  number  of  their 
patrons  using  that  train,  on  the  southern  end  of  the  line,  in  going  to  Baltimore, 
and  suggested  that  the  petitioners  communicate  direct  with  the  Superintendent  of 
the  Baltimore  Division. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainants  and  they  were  advised  to  follow 
the  suggestions  therein  made,  as  the  Commission,  owing  to  the  fact  that  this  was  an 
interstate  train,  was  without  power  to  aid  them. 

(See  complaint  No.  «20 — VV.  11.  Beckman,  et  al.j 


No.  928. 

ANNIE   N.   FERGUSON   vs.   PENNSYLVANIA   RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  public  highway  crossing  over  the  tracks  of  the  Erie 
Division  of  the  respondent,  located  about  one  mile  east  of  the  passenger  station  at 
Lock  Haven  and  on  what  is  known  as  Flemming's  Land,  was  closed  for  hours  at 
a  time,  and  some  times  for  an  entire  day,  by  cars  of  respondent. 
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Respondent  stated  that  the  crossing  refened  to  was  near  the  junction  of  tbe 
Tyrone  Division  Hud  tbe  Erie  Division  of  respondent,  and  crosses  two  main  tracks, 
u  middle  sidiuK  and  tive  yard  tracks,  on  account  of  which  it  was  very  difficult  to 
avoid  obstnicliou;  tbi,t  su-li  orders  bad  been  issued,  as  it  was  lioped,  would  avoid 
further  cause  of  complaint. 

A  copy  of  respoudeut's  answer  was  mailed  to  complainant  and  returned  aa  un- 
claimed . 

No    further    communication    having    been    received    from    complainant,    the    case 

was  closed. 


No.  931. 


WHITE  MILLS  COAL  COMPANY  vs.  ERIE  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  under  an  agreement  made  with  respondent,  com- 
plainant bad  erected  trestles  with  pockets  and  appliances  for  the  handling  of  coal  at 
White  Mills,  Wayne  County;  that  tbe  work  of  constructing  the  trestling  had  been 
done  under  tbe  direction  and  supervision  of  respondent,  and  bad  been  paid  for 
by  complainant;  that  during  several  years  respo«dent  delivered  cars  of  coal  upon 
the  said  trestling,  but  recently  bad  refused  to  make  delivery,  alleging  that  the 
trestling  was  not  up  to  tbe  standard  required  by  respondent  and  was  unsafe,  and 
demanded  that  it  be  recousLructed  ;  complainant  further  averred  that,  inasmuch  as 
tbe  trestling  bad  been  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  specifications 
and  under  the  supervision  of  tbe  respondent,  the  cost  of  reconstruction  should  be 
borne  by  respondent,  and  that  tlie  refusal  to  deliver  coal  as  theretofore  was  unjust, 
unreasonable  and  discriminatory. 

Respondent  averred  that  the  trestle  and  pockets  had  not  been  built  in  accordance 
with  tbe  standard  specifications  of  respondent  and  bad  not  been  accepted  as  satis- 
factory, upon  completion;  denied  that  complainant  paid  the  entire  cost  of  the 
original  construction  ;  denied  tbe  delivery  of  coal  at  the  pockets  on  the  trestling  at 
any  time  and  further  averred  that  tbe  trestling  was  unsafe  and  stated  that  it  luul 
not  been  constructed  as  a  result  of  any  agreement  between  the  parties. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  with  the  advice  that  tbe  respondent 
could  not  be  required  to  deliver  cars  upon  a  trestle,  which  is  considered  unsafe, 
and  that  tbe  question  of  determining  who  should  bear  the  cost  of  repairs,  alleged  to 
be  necessary,  was  beyond  tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  and  one  which  could  be 
determined  only  by  the  courts 


No.  932. 

E.  F.  KREDEL  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,   a  resident  of  Pittsburgh,   protested  against  an  order  of  respondent 
-Avhich   requires   the  doors  to  toilet  rooms  of  all   Cars  to  be  locked  within  tbe  city 

limits. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  tbe  Commission  did  not  considtr  the  rule  protested 

against  unreasonable. 
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No.  933. 

H    D    HOFFMAN   vs.  LATROBE   STREET  RAILWAY 
•  COMPANY. 
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car   is   generally    -^^^-^ '  J^^;/;j  ,,  ^^  erowding';  that  every  effort  is  made  to 
desire  to  use  the  same  car.  whicn  results  ^^.^.^i^ed,    as  needed,   when  re- 

take care  of  traffic  and  additional  c.rs  are  a. a,^^^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^^^^^^^^   ^^^^^^^ 

:^^:^:oro.:^;::=:  =:ir^^  -  .ou.  .e  no  .rther . 

'Tc::;Vf''^:Tn"::'filed   was   sent   complainant   and    he    was    requested    to 
^Tr  :::;:as  received,   the  ease  was.  eventually,  closed. 


No.  934. 

„    A    LAUDERMILCH  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

complainant  st^ted  th.t  he  ^^^  ;T^.:T::ZZ  X^^:^ 
spondent.  destmed  for  ^^xllow  «--  J  '  ^^^^^^^  ^^  ,,,  ,,,wded  condition  ot 
1st.  1912.- and  left  the  tratn  ^^^'Z^^'  ^^^,  ,,  ,,,  forwarded  his  ticket  to 

the  train  and  ^^^  f  ^^jf  ^f .'.^received  no  reply,    and  requested  action, 
respondent  for  redemption,   but  had   rec  anticipated   over  six 

p,aio.n.  bad  been  adeemed  and  money  pa.6«ver^         ^_^^    ^^^    ^^^^^^^__^   ^^    _.^ 

j:;„rrr  ,,:=:?  r :::  on,,  n«d  =»  »„  ,....0.  .b-,eb  wo^d 

r. trepeatod.  satisfied  tb.  complain,,   .,o,.d  tb.  case. 
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No.  936. 

J.    ROY    LOVELL    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complamant  stated  that,  according  to  the  mile  posts,  the  distance  from  the  sta- 
tion at  BelI..od  Blair  County,  to  Glasgow,  Cambx-ia  Coun.y,  is  fifteen  miles, 
while  respondents  conductors,  under  instructions,  extract  sixteen  miles  from 
.Ullage  ticket,  and  ask.d  by  what  authority  suc^h  orders  were  issuedv 

Respondent  stated  that  the  actual  trackage  distance  from  the  center  of  the  pas- 
Z71luTT  f,''^""^"^  *«  *^^  -°tre  of  the  station  at  Glasgow  is  fifteen  miles 
and  thuty-five  feet;  that  in  accordance  with  the  prevailing  practice  distance  is  qu..t- 
ed  m  miles  and  tenths,  adding  all  fractions;  consequently  in  public  time-tables 
the  distance  from  Bellwood  to  Glasgow  is  given  as  16.1  miles,  which  justifies  con- 
ductors,   under  the  rules,    in  extracting  sixteen  miles  from  mileage  tickets 

After  considering  the  averments  contained  in  the  complaint  and  answer  the 
Commission  advised  respondent  that,  inasmuch  as  the  distance  involved  in  excess 
of  fifteen  miles  is  much  less  than  one-tenth  of  a  mile,  in  their  opinion,  the  mileage 
extracted  from  mileage  tickets,  for  this  trip,  should  not  exceed  fifteen  miles  Re- 
spondent acquiesced  in  the  recommend£,tion  made  by  the  Commission,  which  ter- 
minated the  case. 


No.  938. 

J.  C.  KISTLER  vs.  PITTSBURGH  RAILWAYS  COMPANY. 

Complainant,  a  resident  of  Houston,  Pennsylvaina,  stated  that  respondent 
charges  a  fare  of  thirty-five  cents  from  Pittsburgh  to  (knonsburg  and  fifteen  cents 
from  Canonsburg  to  Washington ;  that  from  Pittsburgh , to  Houston  the  fare  is 
torty  cents  and  from  Houston  to  Washington  it  is  fifteen  cents  ;  aas  the  aggregate 
tare  from  Pittsburgh  to  Washington,  under  the  fii^t  named  condition,  is  but  fifty 
cents,  while  the  aggregate,  under  the  second  condition,  amounts  to  fifty-five  cents 
he  averred  that  respondent  discriminated  against  their  patrons  residing  at  Houston' 
and  requested  relief. 

Complaina,nt  was  advised  that,  as  Houston  is  in  the  first  fare  zone  south  of  Can- 
nonsburg,  patrons  of  respondent,  residing  at  that  place,  were  obliged  to  pay  the 
fare  incident  to  that  zone,  regardless  of  the  direction  taken,  which  occasioned  the 
discrepancy  named;  that  this  is  a  condition  incident  to  and  prevailing  upon  all  street 
car  lines  and,   under  the  circumstances,  cannot  be  deemed  discriminatoi^jf 


No.  939. 

RESIDENTS  IN  THE  VICINITY  OF  SMITH'S  CROSSING  vs 
PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Complainants,  residents  of  Bedford  township,  Bedford  County,  in  the  vicinity  of 
what  IS  known  as  Smith's  Crossing,  averred  that  there  was  a  necessity  for  a  siding 
at  that  point,  on  the  line  of  the  Bedford  &  Hollidaysburg  Railroad,  a  part  of  re- 
spondent's system,   and   requested  action  on   the  part  of  the  Commission. 
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After  due  Consideration  of  all  the  averments  contained  in  the  petition  and  answer, 
as  well  as  the  information  obtained  by  making  a  personal  inspection  of  the  location, 
and  territory  adjacent  thereto,  the  complainants  were  advised  that,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Commission,  there  was  not  such  necessity  for  a  siding  at  that  location  as 
would  warrant  them  in  making  the  desired  recommendation. 


No.  940. 
HERMAN  P.  ROEPER  vs.  READING  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Wyomissing,  Berks  County,  engaged  in  business  in 
the  City  of  Reading,  averred  that  patrons  of  the  Reading  &  Womelsdorf  Division  of 
respondent's  system,  who  desire  to  connect  with  a  Tenth  Street  car  of  the  City 
Line  are  obliged  to  leave  their  car  from  two  hundred  to  three  hundred  feet  from  the 
western  airproach  to  the  I'enn  street  bridge  which  connects  the  borough  of 
West  Reading  with  the  City  of  Reading,  and  are  obliged  to  walk  across  the  bridge 
to  Second  and  Penn  Streets,  in  that  City;  that  no  attempt  is  being  made 
to  connect  with  any  of  the  City  Lines,  although  the  Reading  &  Womels- 
dorf Electric  Railway,  operated  by  respondent,  is  authorized  by  its  charter  to 
operate  cars  from  the  junction  of  Ninth  and  Penn  Streets  in  the  City  of  Reading 
to  Womelsdorf. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  Reading  &  Womelsdorf  Electric  Railway  Company 
was  empowered,  by  its  chaiiter,  to  construct  and  operate  a  railway  from  a  point 
on  the  western  branch  of  the  Schuylkill  River,  opposite  the  foot  of  Penn  Street  in 
the  City  of  Reading,  where  the  county  bridge  crosses  said  river,  to  Womelsdorf; 
that  respondent  leased  the  line  of  the  Reading  &  Womelsdorf  Electric  Railway  Com- 
pany and,  being  the  lessee  of  other  lines,  observed  the  customs  of  its  predecessors 
and  formerly  moved  the  cars  of  the  Reading  &  Womelsdorf  Line  over  the  Penn 
Street  bridge  to  and  through  the  City  of  Reading;  that  the  bridge  was  condemned 
and  respondents,  as  well  as  others,  were  prohibited  from  crossing  over  or  upon 
it;  that  a  new  bridge  is  being  constructed  and,  as  soon  as  it  is  completed,  traffic 
will  be  resumed  as  theretofore. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  and  he  was  advised  that,  if  the 
facts  were  as  therein  set  forth,   the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 


No.  942. 

JOHNSTOWN  CHAMBER  OF  COMERECE  vs.  BALTIMORE 
AND  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Comidainant  averred  that  .Terome  is  a  coal  tipple  siding  on  the  Somerset  & 
Cambria  Branch  of  respondent's  system ;  that  a  few  favorite  persons  receive 
freight  shipped  to  thim  at  that  point,  while  freight  consigned  to  other  residents  of 
the  vicinity  of  Jerome  is  delivered  at  Holsopple,  a  station  five  miles  distant. 
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Complainant  was  advised  that  the  complaint  filed  was  not  sufficiently  specific; 
that  if  the  names  of  the  persons  or  firms  alleged  to  be  discriminated  against  were 
disclosed  and  the  commodities  shipped,  the  route  over  which  shipment  complained 
about  had  been  made  and  point  of  shipment  and  destination  were  given,  the  matter 
would  receive  the  careful  attention  of  the  Commission. 

As  the  specific  information  requested  was  not  furnished,  the  case  was,  eventually, 

closed . 


No.  943. 

TOHNSONBURG  MACHINE  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  th.-  Uurialo,  Rochester  and  Pittsburgh  Railway  Company 
and  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  compi-titive  carriers,  both  entered  John- 
sonburg  and  that  each  maintained  a  switching  charge  of  .$.5.0U ;  that  the  Buffalo, 
Rochester  &  Pittsburgh  Railway  Company  absorbs  the  switching  charge  when 
the  charges  on  a  shipment  amount  to  .$20.00;  that  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany does  not  have  any  such  provision,  which  was  averred  to  be  discriminatory. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  condition  named  was  not  discriminatory,   being 
simply  different  regulations  maintained  by  different  carriers. 


No.  944. 
J.  HAMILTON  SMALL  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  in  forwarding  a  pa-kage  from  Philadelphia  to  York, 
through  the  medium  of  respondent,  he  had  prepaid  the  charges,  and  averred  that 
charges  were  again  collected  by  the  respondent  from  the  consignee  upon  delivery  of 
package  and  requested  i-efund. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  matter  complained  about  was  occasioned  by  an  error 
made  by  their  agent  at  the  shipping  point,  a  branch  l"liiladelphia  station;  th£t 
refund  had  been   made  and   tendered   apologies   to   complainant  for   the   sinnoyance 

occasioned  him. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  forwarded  complainant  with   request  for  comment 

thereon. 

As   no   reply   was   received   the   Commission,    assuming   the   cause   was   removed, 

closed  the  case. 


No.  945. 

T.  W.  FOUSEN  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  suggested  that  new  rails  should  be  laid  on  the  Willow  Grove  Branch 
of  respondent's  system  between  the  Ogontz  power  house  and  I.enox  Road ;  that  at 
a  point  locally  known  as  Ogontz  Hill  the  situation  is  dangerous  owing  to  worn  rails 
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to  pave  between  the  rails  to  pre^e  operation  and,   as  a 

the  greatest  care  is  observed  on  this  hU  both  as  to  t  a  ^^^_^^^^ 

result,    during  almost  twenty  years  of  operation  fj^J'^J^  ^^  ,^  ^^,, 

on  the  hill;  that  the  situation  at  ^^^  -^\^f^^^,,'rwerbeL    Terfected  for  the 
::r -rral:::  ::-:^.^::  -  -  ^^  oper.e  .e  desired  .nd  0. 

"^A  oopv  of  the  answer  was  mailed  to  complainant  and  returned  undelivered. 
Eventually!  because  complainant  could  not  be  located,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  946. 

GEORGE    E.    MILLER,    et    al.,    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA    RAIL^ 

ROAD  COMPANY. 


tested  against  a  regulation  o!  te  respondent  "•■■<•'  "^^''^^^.i^^Linato,-,- .  as  i. 
e„n,panied  b,  a  «re,aker,  ave,ring  .ha  '''^  j;7'  L;  n  a  handicapped  sl.ua- 
would  make  the  expend,  of  travel  too  ""f  7'''°"- f  "'J"    ;,  „t,ility  .o  .ravel  wi.h 

.1    •         f»,o*-  Ki;nfl  nprsons  had  demonstrated  ttieir  auiulj 
re;;:t:V™ 'a'u.*  :::lTh,  .>,»  e„.plo.vees  of  respond,.,  or  Cher  oon.n,on 

'"STponden..  for  answer,  ,.«o.ed  the  r„,e  In  force  covering  .he  situation,  which 
is,  as  follows: 

Under  rules  established  by  »-  TJfX"ar^nc.%"bre'o^•.raS 
r„'g^/ne  °tS^M  t  Zr°rS  up«o"paS™..°  '--  "■"-  »«—'«' 
by  a  caretaker.  ^  fjf- 

uesponden.  sta.ed  .hat  this  regule«on  ,ef,  It  to  .he  '^^'^'^^^^l^  "^ 

Con,mission,    the   regulation    named    does   not   '"""'''''''^^'^'Jj^.^,^  ,i„  such 
gested  m  the  interpretation  piac«l  "■•°°;',^^„;Xl°';„t„     'fl  alight  from 

drardirirsa:;::':::,:  ^r;;:";;-— d ..  ...0...  in,.h,ding 


train  crews. 
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Respondent  informed  the  Commission  that,  for  the  purpose  of  complying  with 
the  recommendation  of  the  Commission,  the  rule  regulating  the  transportation  of  blind 
persons  had  been  amended  by  adding  thereto  instruction  as  follows: 

urSS^'tSll^,^  '^\^^  Tt?e?aVert^a^  ^^^°\-^" 

ES- -;i -t^--v^  i^^i^MBzB:izx 

necessary  for  their  safety.  '^^  ™^-^    '^^ 

The  amendment  made  by  respondent  was  approved  by  the  Commission  and 
entirely  satisfactory  to  complainants,   therefore,   the  case  was  closed. 


\ 


was 


No.  947. 

PARKE    E.    SHEE    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Oomplainant    protested    against    a    practice    maintained    by    respondent    of    not 
del^Mr^  '  '''*''   '"   '"■''    "''^   "   '"'^^   '''^''''    ^""°'°«"   «^t  «^   PWla- 

for'^rTT'  "T"'  ''f '  "  '"'"'^'^"^  the- passenger  equipment,  substituting  steel 
or  wood,     wo  c  asses  of  coaches  were  provided,  a  car  seventy  feet  long  for  through 

service,  which  is  equipped  with  a  receptacle  for  drinking  water  and  a  car  for 
oca     sei-vice,    fifty-four   feet   long,    which    is   not   equipped   with   'a   re  eptal 

rainrtb7''^\     T      "'*""      '''''''''      '''''■''      ''^      passengers    on      lo  a 

nd      'h    f  ''    ^""   ''   ^^"^    ^^^'^^   ^^'^^^^^^^   *--«   -— s   two   hours 

hour     th    l:-  ""T'^i    ""'   ""'^^^"^   ''''   *^""    ''''•   ^   '-^--   I-"-^    than   one 
hour,   the  trains  in  local  service  being  used  for  short  trips 

theteTno'^law  in"  pf  "T  '"^  ^''"^'^^"^"t  and  he  was  advi,^  that,  ina-smuch  as 
there  is  no  law    n  Pennsylvania  requiring  or  forbidding  the  furnishing  of  water  by 

TslS!!::"''""  "  '""'""■  ^^"'   *'^  ^^"'"^^^^^^  ^^^^  -*  ^^1«  to  -der  anj 


No.  951. 


BLAIR  LUMBER  COMPANY  vs.  LIGONIER  VALLEY  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPPANY. 


Complainant  stated   that   respondent   r-harged   a    higher   rate   of  freight   on   cross 
rlT.  «    °r*'?  lumber     averred  that  cix,ss  ties  were  inferior  in  grade,   therefore     tho 
ate  applied  should  be  less  than  the  rate  on  lumber  or  at  least  should  not  exceed 
lected'  '        ^^1"^st^d  a   recommendation  for  refund   of  the  excess  charges  col- 

After  carefully  considering  the  averments  contained  in  the  complaint  and  answer, 
he  Commission  advised  respondent  that  the  investigation  made  disclosed  the  fact 
that  respondent  is  a  subscriber  to  the  "Official  Classification,"  which  places  lumber 
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and  ties  in  the  same  class,  in  consequencce  of  which  fact  the  same  rate  is  applicable ; 
that  therefore,  it  was  an  error  to  charge  a  higher  rate  for  the  transportation  of  ties 
than  was  charged  for  transporting  lumber,  and  that  the  charge  made  was  exces- 
Ive  to  the  extent  of  the  diffei^nce  between  the  rate  applicable  and  the  rate  applied 
and  recommended  that  respondent  refund  to  complainant  a  sum  equal  to  that  dif- 
ference, and  further  that  hereafter  respondent  maintain  the  same  rate  on  lumber 
and  cross  ties. 


No.  954. 

C     A.    THOMPSON    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  in  October,  1910,  he  had  a  carload  of  ^^  f  ;PP^<^    ^"^ 
Shamokin     billed   to  "Pike   Siding,"   Irwin;   that  upon   the  arrival  of  the  car  re- 
sponln's' agent  notified  him  that  the  car  had  arrived  and  had  been  placed  on    he 
m  in  siding  at  the  depot  at  Irwin,    because  there  was  not  sufficient  room  on  the 
"Pike  Siding"  to  receive  it;  that  he  would  have  been  obliged  to  pay  excess  drayage  to 
the  amount  of  $6.50,  owing  to  longer  and  more  difficult  haul  from  the  mam  sidmg, 
for  which  reason  he  refused  to  receive  the  car  until  it  was  delivered  at    Pike  Siding 
to  which  point  it  had  been  billed:  that  the  car  was  delivered  at  said  ^"l-S  ^^^  ^ 
and  was  promptly  unloaded  by  him;   that  recently  respondent  had  undertaken  to 
collect  from  him  a  demurrage  charge  to  the  amount  of  $4.00,  asesssed  whi  e  the  car 
was  standing  on  the  main  siding  at  Irwin,   which  act  of  respondent  he  alleged  was 

unjust  and  unreasonable.  .    ,      ,  i,„a 

Respondent,   in  reply,   stated  that  a  suit  for  the  collection  of  the  demurrage  had 

been  brought  in  Westmoreland  County,   in  which  action  judgment  had  been  entered 

for  complainant,   the  defendant  in  that  action:  .hat  the  result  of  that  suit  disposed 

''^ThLfbefng  nothing  h'ft  for  the  consideration  of  the  Commission,    the  case  was 
closed . 


No.  955. 


T    WILSON  WALCK  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred   that  he   is  the  owner  of  a  property  located  between   ^te. 
Alley   and   Francis   Street   in    the   borough   of   Steelton  ;    that   respondent   had   not 
planked  the  crossing  over  the  alley  approach  to  his  property  and  obstructed  its  use  by 
keeping  cars  standing  on  tracks  which  cross  the  location  of  the  alley. 

Kes;ondent  stated  that  the  plan  of  lots  of  the  borough  of  Steelton  covering  the 
location  in  question,  extended  Steel  Alley  to  .,  junction  with  Canal  Alley;  that  if 
Steel  Alley  had  beei  open  to  Canal  Alley  it  would  cross  the  line  of  respondents 
railway  and  the  pi'operty  of  complainant,  but  that  respondent  was  the  owner  by 
purchase,  of  all  the  grounds  adjacent  to  Steel  Alley,  in  f  ^/^'itTnoint' 
except  a  triangular  piece  of  ground,  running  from  twenty  feet  m  width  to  a  pomt, 
Which   is  owned   by   complainant,    for  which   rea.oq   the   aU^^e<I   ^Uey  wa?  nmy 
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opened;  that  this  alley,  though  shown  ..u  iIh-  oiisinal  plan  of  this  sertion  of  the 
borough,  would  be  held  to  be  vacated  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  May  9, 
1889,  P.  L.  page  173,  because  it  had  never  been  opened  over  the  location  re- 
ferred  to  and  had  not  been  used  as  an  alley  at  that  point  at  any  time  during  a 
period  of  more  than  twenty-one  years,  and  further,  that  it  could  not  be  resored  as 
a  public  crossing  except  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  .Tune  7, 
1901,   P.  L.  page  531,    prohibiting  ginde  crossings. 

A  copy  of  the  foregoing  statement  was  sent  to  complainant  and  he  was  advised 
that  for  the  legal  reasons  assigned  in  the  above  statement,  it  having  been  iiero- 
tofore  held  that  under  the  statvte  of  limitations  any  crossing  over  the  line  of  a 
common  earner  is  forfeited  by  non-user  for  a  period  of  twenty-one  years,  the  Com- 
mission were  not  able  to  make  the  desired  recommendation. 


No.  957. 

GEORGE  E.  KRATT  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  while  trains  are  standing  for  the  discharge  and  re- 
ceipt of  passengers  at  the  Chestnut  Street  Station,  Allegheny,  engines  are  moved 
over  tracks  necessarily  crossed  by  patrons  in  going  from  and  to  the  train,  basing  the 
complaint  upon  a  specific  instance  which  came  under  his  personal  observation. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  rules  in  force  prohibit  the  operation  of  trains  and 
engines  over  tracks  necessarily  crossed  by  patrons  while  a  passenger  train  is  in 
the  train  shed  at  the  Chestnut  Street  Station,  and  that  the  instance  referred  to  was 
caused  by  a  conductor  and  engine  man  moving  an  engine  and  caboose  past  a  standing 
passenger  train  for  the  length  of  one  car,  in  violation  of  the  rules,  for  which  in- 
fraction both  have  been  disciplined. 

As  the  answer  was  adjudged  sufficient,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  961. 

OHIO  IRON  AND  METAL  COMPANY  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


r'oraplainant  stated  that  respondent  charged  •?2.00  per  gross,  ton  for  trans- 
porting scrap  iron  from  Steelton  to  Johnstown,  while  the  rate  from  Steelton  to 
Pittsburgh  is  only  $2.20  per  gross  ton  with  a  local  rate  from  Johnstown  to  Pitts- 
burgh of  $1.25  per  gross  ton,  therefore,  the  rate  c-harged  from  Steelton  to  Johns- 
town is  excessive  and  unreasonable 

Respondent  stated  that  the  rate  complained  of  is  reasonable  and  just  even  though 
the  rate  from  Steelton  to  Pittsburgh  is  but  twenty  cents  higher,  while  the  local  rate 
from  Johnstown  to  Pittsburgh  is  $1.25  ;  that  the  condition  complained  of  exists  prac- 
tically everywhere,  as  in  group  adjustuients  of  the  kind  in  question  it  is  impossible 
to  make  the  difference  in  rates  applicable  to  two  groups  correspond  with  the  local 
rates  between  points  in  such  groups 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  complainant,  accompanied  with  the  advice  that 
before  the  rate  between  Steelton  and  Johnstown  could  be  held  to  be  unreasonable,  it 
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-would  be  necessary  to  support  that  averment  with  proof,  other  than  the  com- 
parison made  with  the  rates  between  Steelton  and  Pittsburgh;  that  the  haul  from 
Steelton  to  Johnstown  is  practically  three  times  that  from  Johnstown  to  Pittsburgh 
and  in  addition  covering  the  mountain  section  and  the  expensive  operation  incident 
thereto;  that  the  lengtli  of  haul  is  a  minor  matter,  once  a  consignment  is  started  on 
its  way  in  determining  thd  proper  rate ;  that  a  time  and  place  for  a  hearing  would 
be  -named  in  case  it  was   desired  to  submit  proofs  in  support  of  the  averment. 

Complainant     informed  the  Commission  that  the  explanation  made  was    satisfactory 
and  requested  that  the  case  be  closed,  which  was,   accordingly,   done. 


No.  963. 

EDGAR  P.  HAMILTON  vs.  CUMBERLAND  VALLEY  TELE- 
PHONE COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  respondent  discriminated  against  certain  patrons  in 
the  rates  charged. 

On  the  day  following  its  receipt  the  complaint  was  withdrawn,  Complainant 
stating  that,  through  error,  it  had  been  sent  prematurely. 


No.  964. 

ALBERT  BARNHART  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  avcrrod  that  train  No.  40  on  the  Lebanon  Valley  Branch  of  re- 
spondent's system,  running  through  Annville  to  Harrisburg,  was  frequently  late  to 
the  great  inconvenience  of  patrons. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  delays  complained  about  had  been  caused  by  mishaps 
to  freight  trains  which  held  up  train  No.  40,  and  that  the  engine  in  use  on  that 
train  was  found  to  be  too  light  to  make  the  run  on  scheduled  time,  for  the  relief 
of  which  a  heavier  and  stronger  engine  had  been  substituted. 

As  the  answer  proved  satisfactory  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  969. 
H.  A.  SURFACE  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  basket  of  choice  peaches  had  been  shipped  from  Syca- 
more, Washington  County,  to  his  address  at  the  City  of  Harrisburg;  that  the 
basket  was  delivered  to  respondent  in  good  condition  and  when  delivered  to  him  was 
marked  "In  Bad  Order,"  and  no  explanation  given  as  to  the  cause;  that  the  basket 
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was  full  of  peaches  when  delivered  to  respondent  for  shipment  and  contained  but 
three  peaches  when  delivered  to  him,  and  requested  the  Commission  to  take  such  ac- 
tion as  would  be  calculated  to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the  matter  complained  of. 
Complainant  was  informed  that  the  Commission  does  net  have  jurisdiction  over  a 
claim  for  damages  and  that,   therefore,  the  complaint  must  be  dismissed. 


No.  971. 

CATHARINE   D.   SMITH  vs.  ALLENTOWN  AND   READING 
TRACTION  COMPANY,  READING  TRANSIT  COMPANY. 


Complainant.  Superintendent  of  the  Department  of  Railroad  Work  of  the 
Womens'  Christian  Temperance  Union  for  Berks  County,  averred  that  vestibules  of 
respondents'  cars,  occupied  by  motormen,  were  not  heated,  and  requested  a  recom- 
mendation for  relief. 

Respondents  averred  that  the  platforms  of  cars  in  use  were  all  inclosed  and  com- 
fortable :  that  covering  a  period  of  ten  years  no  complaint  had  been  made  by  motor- 
men,  all  of  whom  are  properly  clothed  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  requried 
of  them,   and  that  excessive  heat  would  be  productive  of  more  harm  than  good. 

Copies  of  the  answers  filed  were  sent  to  complainant  for  comment  thereon. 

As  no  reply  was  received,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  979. 

HARRY  E.  SNYDER  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  inquired  whether  the  Northern  Central  Railway  Company,  the  line 
of  which  is  operated  by  respondent,  was  justified  in  charging  as  much  for  trans- 
porting three  barrels  of  potatoes  from  Harrisburg  to  Lemoyne,  a  distance  of  about 
one  mile,  as  was  charged  by  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company  for 
transporting  the   same  commodity   from    Myerstown   to   Harrisburg,    a   distance  of 

thirty-two  miles. 

Complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  had  not  been  informed  of  the 
conditions  and  circumstances  pertaining  to  the  transaction  referred  to  by  him; 
that  if  he  regarded  the  rate  charged  by  respondent  excessive  and  unreasonable,  and 
would  file  a  specific  complaint,  using  blanks  furnished  him  for  that  purpose,  the 
matter  would  receive  careful  attention. 

As  po  reply  was  received,  the  case  was  closed. 
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1911  CASES  CLOSED  DURING  1912. 


Train   service  at   Mars,    Butler   Couuty. 
29G.  Johu  C.  Dight 
vs. 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

In   re   shelter  station   at  Paint   Creek. 
.173:  H.  B.  Freeburn 
vs. 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

r     .        T^-      t^^^    ^f    Public    In  re  overloading  of  cars. 
421.  J.    M.    Morin,    Director    ot    PuDiic 

•Safety,   Pittsburgh,   et  al. 

vs. 

Duquesue  Incline  Plane  Company. 

r-    .n     .      H    A«htnn  Inefficient   train   service   on    the    Cowfcn- 

49;>.  Chester^H.  Ashton  ^^^^^^    ^^^^^^^    ^^^^^^^^^    Knoxville    and 

New  York  Central  &  Hvulsoa  River        ^Vellsboro. 
Railroad    Company. 
517.  Board    of    Health,    Glenolden    Bor-    Heating  of  cars, 
ough. 
vs. 
Philadelphia     Rapid     Transit  Com- 
pany, 
Southern       Pennsylvania     Traction 

Company. 

«    -1     .     ^f    \,.«tin  In  re  passenger  iind  freight  service. 

552.  Residents    ot    Austin. 

vs. 
l»otato  Creek  Railroad  Company. 

r,     ,^.  r»  MHPk  Alleged    inadequate    passenger    train    ac- 

,74.  G.    Elmre   Detnck  eommodation       between       Sayre      and 

Lehigh    Valley    Railroad    Company.        Tunkhannock. 

591.  Citizens  of  Hazards.  Carbon  County.    Withdrawal  of  train  service  at  Hazards. 

vs. 
Central  Railroad   Company  of  New 

Jersey. 
6f)8.  W.   Williams  Rate  on  limestone. 

vs. 
Delaware   &   Hudson    Company. 

618.  John   A.   Magee  &   Son  Excessive  rates. 


vs. 


Pennsylvania      Southern      Railroad 
Company. 
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620.  Borough    of    Cheswick  Rates   of  fare, 

vs. 
Allegheny     Valley     Street     Railway 
Company. 

635.  Samuel  C.  Weeks  Discrimination   in   charges   for  telephone 

"^s-  service  between  different  wards  in  the 

Johntsown    Telephone    Company.  City  of  Johnstown. 

639.-  Ditz  &  Mooney  Hardware  Company     Excessive      rate    on    merchandise— Sum- 
^s-  nierville   to   Clarion. 

Pennsylvania       Southern     Railroad 
Company. 

646.  Guy  F.   Rousli,    et  al.  Inadequate  passenger  and  freight  station 

vs.  facilities. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

647.  William  Barnett  and  Sons  Train  service  on  Chester  Creek  Railroad. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

648.  Mothers'  Club  of  Reading  Petition      to      restrain   Respondeat   from 

^^'  placing      placards      or    other    obstrnc- 

Reading   Transit   Company.  tions  on  fenders  of  trolley  cars. 

655.  George   B.   Moore  Freight  and  passenger  facilities  at  Rock- 

vs.  wood. 

Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

665.  A.    B.   Heller,    et  al.,  Routing      of      shipments— Hamburg      to 

vs.  Lansford. 

Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 

669.   William  H.  Mazui'ie  r>..i,    ^*  j?  ht  -rr- 

t^'*'   '^f  fare— McKeesport  to  Pittsburg 
vs.  ^ 

Pittsburgh   Railways  Company. 

675.  H.  J.  Schaad  Inadequate     and      insufficient     passenger 

^^'  train      service   on      Bowman's      Creek 

Lehigh    Valley    Railroad    Company.        Branch,      between   Wilkes-Barre     and 

Bernice. 

680.  Henry  Hileman  Rate  on  crushed  limestone  between  Har- 


vs. 

Pittsburgh,      Harmony,    Butler     & 
New  Castle  Railway  Company. 


mony    Junction    and    Warrendale. 


685.  James   J    Geisinarer  ah       ■■ 

^  Alleged  unreasonable  distribution  of  fare 

^^'  zones. 

Lehigh  Valley  Transit  Company. 

687.  Citizens  of  Olney  Increase   in    passenger   fares 

vs. 
Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 
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688.  A.  J.  Nordstrom  Express   charges, 

vs. 
Adams  p]xpress  Company. 
696.  Morris  Baker  i>assenger  fares-West     Philadelphia     to 


vs. 


Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 
697.  William  H.  Holt  Passenger  far^^-Washington  Lane     Sta- 


vs. 


suburban   points. 

assenger  fare — W 
tiou   to   Philadelphia. 


Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 
702.  Dixonville  Board  of  Trade  Station   facilities. 


vs. 


Cherry  Tree  &  Dixonville  Railroad  ' 

Company. 
705.  L.  A.  Skinner,   et  al.,  Station    facilities. 


vs. 


Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

•707.  James   H.   Loh  f^'^^k  of  drinking  water  on  tmin. 

vs. 
Cumberland    Valley    Railroad    Com-  _  ^ 

pany 
712.  Corry   Hide   &   Fur   Company  In  re  messenger  service  and  charges. 

vs. 
American     Union  Telephone     Com- 
pany. 
713    W.  C.  O'Neill  In  re  suburban  rates, 

vs. 
Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 
714.  Residents  of  Germantown,   et  al.  In  re  suburban  rates. 

vs. 
Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 

Company, 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

71  r..  Elizabethtown  Business  Men's  Pro-    Lack  of  delivery  service, 
tective  Association, 
vs. 
Adams  Express  Company. 
719,   Lancaster  Electric  Light,    Heat     &    E..cessive  rate  for  direct  line  service  from 
Power  Company  electric  light  plants  of  complamant  mto 

yg  liancaster. 

Bell   Telephone   Company   of   Penn- 
sylvania. 
72?..  Lebanon   County   Retail   Coal   Deal-    Kates  on  coal  to  Lebanon, 
er's  Association 
vs. 
Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 
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724»  Herman  C.  H.  Weidner,  et  al.  Fare  Etna  to  Renfrew, 

vs. 
Pittsburgh  &  Butler  Street  Railway 
Company. 

727.  John  B.  Laird  Passenger   fares   between    Frankford  and 

vs.  Philadelphia. 

Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 

730.  William   T.    Knight,  Service  on  (Jermantown  Division, 

vs. 
Philadelphia    Rapid   Transit     Com- 
pany. 

734.     Bickford  Fire  Brick  Company  Refusal   to  establish   equitable  joiut   rate 

Yg_  on  fire  clay   with   either  Pennsylvania 

New      York      Central    &      Hudson        Railroad     or     Bullalo,      Rochester     & 

River  Railroad  Company.  Pittsburgh    Railway,    Fauuce   to   Cur- 

wensville. 

730.  William  N.  Reynolds,   Jr.  Xun-niainti'iianre  of  schedule  of  train  No. 

vs.  122  between  Tunkhannuck  and  Wilkes- 

Lehigh    Valley    Railroad    Company.        I>arre. 

737.  Elizabethville  Creamery  Company        Discrimination    in    rates    against    Eliza- 
vs.  hctiiville  favoring  Lykens. 

Adams  Express  Company. 

739.   W.    F.    Graham  .Jate    on    l.ox--Pittsl)urgh    to    Rooh  ster. 

vs. 
Adams  Express  Company. 

742.  First  National  Bank  of  Gratz  Discrimination   in   rate   on   gold   and  sil- 

vs.  ver   from   Lykftns   to   Philadelphia   and 

Adams  Express  Company.  Elizabethville   to   Philadelphia. 

743.  J.  A.  Bnuly.   ct  al..  Maintenance  of  track  and  road  bed. 

vs. 

I'iiiladf'lpliia    >!t   West   Chester   Trac- 
tion Com|)any. 

744.  .L    M.    Rover,    et   al.,  In  re  service: 

vs. 
Eastern        Pennsylvania      Railways 
Company. 

745.  Wilt  Rippey  Inadequate   and   dangerous   station  facil- 

"^s.  ities  at  Allison  Park. 

Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

740.  The  Pliilaih'liihia  Record  Rate  for  transportation  of  newspapers. 

vs. 
Bangor   &   Portland   Traction   Com- 
pany . 
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^  .  ^g  Unsatisfactory    service    on    limited    con- 

tract. 
vs. 

Bell   Telepbone   Cv/Oipany   of   Penn- 
sylvania. 

749    J.   H.  Matternas  Discrimination      in    express      rates      on 

poultry  and  other  goods  from  MUlers- 
Adams' Express  Company.  burg  to  Pliiiadelphia  as  compared  with 

rate  from  Lykens  to  Philadelphia. 

750.  Residents  of  Catawissa  Train  schedule  on  Catawissa  Division. 

vs.  ' 

Philadelphia     &    Reading     Railway 
Company. 

752.  Greensburg  Business  Mens'  Associa-    Discrimination  in  rates  for  telephone  ser- 

tion  ^'ic«- 

vs. 
Central    District    &    Printing    Tele- 
graph Company. 

753.  Ramsey  Coal  Company.  Refusal  to  permit  switch  connection       ^ 

vs.  f 

Ligonier  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

754.  Enoch  H.  Hartline  Excessive  rate  of  fare. 

vs. 
Oley  Valley  Railway  Company. 

756.  John   O'Connell  Kate     of      fare-Pittsburgh    to      Neville 

vs.  Island. 

Pittsburgh   Railways   Company. 

.     rT.^      '     e  c      r«m      Rates  on  scrap  iron. 

757.  Henry     A.   Hrtuer  s   Sons  &     (com- 

pany 

vs.  / 

Pennsylvania   Railroad  Company, 
Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 

Company. 

^  ^  .        , ,  Overcharge  on  rates  on  mine  rails— Waltz 

758.  Rifhev  and  Griswold  v  ^tn.       & 

■    ,  Siding  to  Juniata. 

VS. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

,   _  Discrirainatorv      methods      of      soliciting 

759.  R.  J.  Totten  jJusciiraindio  .> 

business  at  Volant, 
vs. 

Central    District    &    Printing    Tele- 
graph  Company. 


760.  Residents  of  Coatesvllle  Inad..c,Mate  service. 


vs. 


West  Chester  Street  Railway  Com- 
pany. 
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764. 
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r69. 


70. 


n. 


772. 


Luiia  Brothers  aud  Company 

vs. 
Phihulelijhia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 

John  C.  Myers 

vs. 
Ligonier  A'aHey   Railroad  Company. 

Layton  Fire  Clay  Company 

vs. 
Baltimore    &    Ohio    Railroad    Com- 
pany. 

Freedom  Oil  AVorks 

vs. 
Erie  Railroad  Company. 

"William  J.  Holstein,   et  al. , 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

M.  Yoder  Leinbach 

vs. 
Lewisburg,     Milton  &     Watsontown 
Passenger  Railway  Company. 

W.  F.  Dagle 

vs. 
Cumberland  Railway  Company. 

Frank   R.    I^eib 

vs. 
Valley  Traction  Company. 

E.  O.  Sprenkle 

\'S. 

Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

E.  B.  Kemble 

vs. 
Pennsjlvania  Railroad  Company. 

Fostf-r    F.    Brant 

vs. 
United  States  Express  Company. 

J.  K.  Carr 

vs. 
Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 
Company. 


Demurrage  charges. 


Discriminatory   rate   on   coal — Wilpen   to 
Ligonier. 


Rate  on  brick — Layton  to  South  Side. 


Failure  to  make  proper  delivery  of  oil- 
Monaca  to  Perryopolis 


Charge  for  refrigerator  scr\iee  which  it 
is  alleged  is  not  furnished  during  cold 
weather. 

Inadequate  service — Watsontown  to  Mil- 
ton. 


Inefficient  fender  equipment. 


Overcrowded   and   poorly   ventilated   <ars. 


Rate  on  grain — Strickler  to  York 


Blockade   of   approach    to   passenger  sta- 
tion bv  froight  train. 


Damage   to   shipment. 


Regulation  governing  use  of  oO-trip  ticket 
between  Frankford  and  Philadelphia. 


773.  Ilomelsburg   Improvement     Associa-    Passenger  fare — Holmesburg  to  Philadel- 
tion.  phia. 

vs. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 


No. 
774. 
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H.  B.  Burleigh 

vs. 
Philadelphia     &     Reading     Railway 

Company. 

Elizabethville  Board  of  Trade 

vs. 
Adams  Express  Company. 

776.  Harry  N.  Michael 
vs. 


Rates  of  fare. 


775. 


Discrimination  in  rates — Elizabethville  to 
Philadelphia  as  compared  with  rates 
Lykens  to  Philadelphia. 

Less  carload  rate  on  brick — White  Rock 
to  Homestead. 


Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

777.  Adolph  G.  Frank 

vs. 
Pittsburg  Railways  Company. 

778.  W.  Horace  Hoskins 

vs. 
-Philadelphia    Rapid    Transit    Com- 
pany. 

779.  Albert  H.  Wilhelm 

vs. 
Pennsylvania   Lines   West  of  Pitts- 
burgh. 


L'nsafe     operating  conditions  on     Beech- 
view  Division. 


Transfer  privileges. 


Discontinuance  of  suburban  train  "  ru^ 
ning  between  Ben  Avon  and  Home- 
wood. 
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No.  296. 


JOHN  C.  DIGHT  vs.  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


During  the  year  1910  a  complaint  averring  inadequate  train  service  over  the 
Pittsburgh  &  Western  Division  of  Respondent's  system  was  made  by  residents  of 
Mars,  a  point  on  that  line,  which  resulted  in  respondent  agreeing  to  improve  con- 
ditions when  a  new  schedule  was  put  into  effect 

In  the  early  portion  of  the  current  year  complainant  informed  the  Commission 
that  the  improved  service  promised  had  not  been  installed. 

After  investigation,  respondent  acquiesced  in  a  suggestion  made  by  the  Com- 
mission to  the  effect  that  train  No.  10,  on  that  line,  be  stopped  at  Mars,  on  sig- 
nal or  notice  to  conductor  and  that  this  practice  continue  for  a  period  of  sixty 
days. 

The  patronage  received  by  this  train  8|t  Marg,  being  insufScient  to  justify,  the 
order  made  was  abrogated. 


No.  373. 

H.  B.  FREEBURN  vs.  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Windber,  averred  that  the  station  facilities  at  Paint 
Creek,  Somerset  County,  a  junction  point  of  respondent's  line  and  the  line  of  the 
Johnstown  Passenger  Railway  Company,  were  wholly  inadequate,  consisting  of 
nothing  better  than  an  open  shed  without  either  heat  or  light;  that  the  number 
of  patrons  who  change  from  one  line  to  the  other  at  this  point  is  very  large,  and 
that  persons  who  desire  to  go  to  Somerest,  the  county  seat,  or  other  points  south 
of  Paint  Creek  are  obliged  to  wait  in  the  cold  from  one-half  to  three-quarters 
of  an  hour. 

Following  a  thorough  investigation,  inspection  of  the  location  and  a  hearing,  the 
Commission  recommended  the  erection  of  a  new  and  convenient  station,  propei'ly 
heated  and  lighted. 

Respondent  expressed  its  willingness  to  comply  with  the  recommendation,  on 
condition  that  the  Johnstown  Passenger  Railway  Company  bear  an  equal  portion 
of  the  expense.  The  Railway  Company  signified  a  willingness  to  bear  a  small 
portion  of  the  cost,  but  declined  to  assume  the  one-half  thereof,  because,  as  they 
contended,  the  desired  structure  was  for  the  comfort  of  respondent's  patrons  rather 
than  their  own. 

Eventually  the  recommendation  made  by  the  Commission  was  acquiesced  in  and 
the  station  building  erected, 
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No.  421. 

J  M  MORIN,  DIRECTOR  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY,  PITTS- 
BURGH, et  al.,  vs.  DUQUESNE  INCLINED  PLANE 
COMPANY. 

Complainants  averred  that  respondent  was  negligent  in  not  maintaining  a  con- 
ductor or  guard  at  the  top  of  the  Plane,  during  rush  hours,  to  prevent  overcrowding 
of  cars,   thus  avoiding  possible  disaster  which  would  result,   from  the  breakmg  ot 

cable  or  machinery. 

Respondent  stated  that  inasmuch  as  their  road  is  an  incline  it  is  not  possible  to 
increase  facilities  as  but  two  cars,  one  ascending  and  one  descending,  can  be 
operated ;  that  the  only  relief  possible  would  be  to  limit  the  number  of  passengers 
during  rush  hours  when  patrons  were  very  anxious  to  be  transported;  that  the 
cars  in  use  seat  twenty  passengers  comfortably  with  an  abundance  of  space  re- 
maining for  twenty  more  to  stand,  which  makes  the  capacity  forty,  whUe  the  rules 
of  the  Company  limit  the  number  of  passengers  to  thirty  ;  that  each  car  is  equipped 
with  a  crucible  steel  cable  one  and  one-eighth  inches  in  diameter,  with  a  rated 
capacity  of  thirty-eight  tons,  and  a  safety  cable  of  same  character,  while  a  car 
and   passengers    of   the   maximum   limit    would   average   only   about   nine   thousand 

^^Alteer  causing  an  inspection  to  be  made,  the  Commission  recommended  thait  the 
respondent  maintain  a  guard  at  the  top  of  the  Plane,  during  rush  hours,  instructed 
to  prevent  more  than  thirty  persons  entering  any  one  car,  and  that  the  entrance 
door  to  the  cars  be  kept  closed  while  same  is  in  motion. 

Respondent  informed  the  Commission  that  automatic  door  closers  had  been  in- 
stalled and  that  the  recommendation  as  to  the  maintenance  of  a  guard  at  the  top 
of  the  Plane  would  be  rigidly  adhered  to,   thus  closing  the  case. 


No.  495. 

CHESTER  H.  ASHTON  vs.  NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  AND 
HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  KnoxviUe,  located  on  the  Cowanesque  Branch  of 
the  Respondent,  averred  that  patrons  of  this  road  were  seriously  inconvenienced  in 
making  trips  to  Wellsboro,  the  county  seat,  ^occasioned  by  a  /lay-over  at 
LawrenceviUe,  a  junction  point,  of  horn  one  hour  and  a  half  to  two  hours  both  on 
going  and  returning  trips,    and  asked  relief. 

Respondent  stated  that  a  revision  of  the  schedule  would  be  necessary  to  meet 
the  demands  of  the  complainant,  and  this  could  not  be  accomplished  without 
great  inconvenience  to  a  larger  number  of  patrons  at  other  junrtion  points  on  their 

main  line. 

Following  a  hearing  and  further  negotiations  respondent  proposed  a  change  in 
the  schedule  so  as  to  reduce  the  lay-over  time  at  LawrenceviUe,  and  furnished  a 
statement  showing  gross  travel  over  the  Cowanesque  Branch,  affected  by  the  lay- 
over complained  of,  and  averred  that  this  statement  would  show  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  travel  to  justify  the  installation  of  another  train  over  that  branch. 

A  copy  of  this  statement  was  submitted  to  the  complainant  for  comment.  No 
reply  having  been  received  the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  517. 

BOARD  OF  HEALTH,  GLENOLDEN  BOROUGH  vs.  PHILA- 
DELPHIA RAPID  TRANSIT  COMPANY,  AND  SOUTHERN 
PENNSYLVANIA  TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complaiimnl  avpri-od  that  losiioinlciits  (11^1  not  heat  their  cars,  and  stated  tliat  he 
had  heeu  iiifoiined  that  tlie  Southern  I'enusylvania  Traction  Company  had  issued 
orders  that  heat  should  not  be  turned  on  in  the  cars  until  the  temperature  fell  to 
thirty-three   degrees   above   zero 

The  Pliihidelpliia  Rapid  Transit  Company  answered  that  their  general  orders  in 
force  required  heat  to  be  turned  on  in  all  cars  wlieu  the  temperature  is  as  low 
as  thirty-five  degrees;  that  a  general  order,  then  about  to  be  issued,  directed  that 
heat  be  turned  ou  in  all  c'ars  as  soon  as  the  temperature  falls  to  forty  degrees,  ex- 
cepting in  the  City  of  Philadelphia,  during  the  rush  hours. 

The  Southern  Pennsylvania  Traction  Company  stated  that  their  cars  were  all 
equipped  with  electric  heaters,  and  that  their  orders  require  heat  to  be  turned  on 
in  cars  to  one  point,  when  the  temperature  is  lietweeu  forty  and  Uiirty-one  degrees; 
to  two  points,  when  the  temperature  is  between  thirty-one  and  twenty-two  degrees; 
when  the  temperature  is  below  twenty-two  degrees,   maximum  heat. 

Copies  of  the  answers  filed  were  sent  to  complainant  and  he  was  requested  to  in- 
form the  Commission  whether,  in  his  opinion,  if  the  foregoing  regulations  were  ad- 
hered to  by  employees  they  would  prove  satisfactory  V 

The  query  of  the  Commission  not  having  been  answered,  complainant  was  again 
requested   to   make   answer. 

Eventually,   no  response  having  been  received,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  552. 

RESIDENTS  OF  AUSTIN  vs.   POTATO  CREEK  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residents  of  Austin,  averred  that  the  respondent,  operating  a 
railroad  from  Keating  Summit,  Potter  County,  to  Norwich,  McKeap  County, 
had  been  in  operation  for  six  months,  but  did  not  have  facilities  for  carrying 
freight  or  passengers  over  their  line,  the  road  being  used  only  by  the  Coodyear 
Lumber  Company  for  the  transportatioon  of  their  commodities. 

Respondent  avem-ed  that  all  freight  of  any  and  every  kind  offered  was  trans- 
ported ;  stated  that  the  roadbed  had  been  completed  but  a  short  time  and  was  not 
deemed,  as  yet,  to  be  in  such  condition  as  warranted  them  in  undertaking  to  trans- 
port passengers ;  that  the  locality  traversed  was  thinly  settled  and  Would  not 
furnish  sufficient  patronage  to  cover  the  expense  incident  to  operating  a  passenger 
train;  that  other  industries  were  expected  to  be  started  in  the  locality,  served  by 
respondent,  in  the  near  future,  after  which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  respondent 
to  operate  regular  freight  and   passenger  trains. 

Pending  the  investigation  made  by  the  Commission,  citizens  of  other  localities  in- 
tervened as  parties  complainant.  Eventually,  the  respondent,  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  Commission,   installed  the  service  desired,   thus  terminating  the  case. 
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No.  574. 

G    ELMER   DETRICK  vs.   LEHIGH   VALLEY   RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Con^plainant   averted    that    the    pa^sen.e.   train    .evvic.    fuvn.sh^   ' ^T^t 
between   Sayre  and  Tunkhannock,    the   county  seat  of   Wyoming  County,    uas   ui 
deuulto,   but  two  trains  each  way.-one  in  the  .novnin.  and  one  u.  the  evening- 
b^th     only  service  afforde<l  patrons  residing  at  intermediate  points     covnng^ 
distance  of  sixty-four  miles,    with  the  exception  ot  those  resulmg  at  io^^anda     that 
b'ween   Sayre  and  Tunkha,nnock,    exclusive  of  Towanda,    the.e  ai.  ----;- 
and  villages-  that  respondent  operates  a  h.cal  milk  train  which  makes  a  lound  t    P 
:l:l "oints  named   during  day   hours   and   between   the   scheduled  ^^  ^^ 
local  service  upon  which  respondent  refuses  to  carry  passengers,   and  made  lequest 
that  resnondent  be  requiml  to  carry  passengers  on  this  milk  tram. 

Re  Iden  in  reply,  stated  that  to  comply  with  the  request  of  complamant  was 
ouH  the  question;  that  the  milk  train  was  a  very  busy  one  and  required  eyery 
Zl  ;!^  its  time  to  do  the  work  assigned  to  it  and  make  its  schedule  connection  at 

''"^n'^L.ing.  respondent  acquiesced  in  a  suggestion  made  by  the  Commission 
Jlan^ea  to  carry  passengers  on  the  milk  train  to  tl^  entire  sat.sfaction  ot 
complainant. 

No.  591. 


CITIZENS  OF  HAZARDS,  CARBON  COUNTY  vs.  CENTRAL 
RAILROAD  COMPANY  OF  NEW  JERSEY. 


of 


Complainants,  in  luunber  about  one  hundred,  ainl  --^"f .  ^^ i  sm  on  for 
Hazards.  Carbon  County,  averred  that  respondent  had  --"^-^^  /^^^^ '  ^^ 
the  accommodation   of  the   public,    at   Hazards,    tor   upwards  o     t  at  as     and 

had   caused    five    trains,    traveling   each    way,    to    make   daily   snps  ^  ^  ^  ^  _  " 

that   a    station    at    U.at    point    is    nec^essary    for    the    ac-ommodation    of    the    niblic 
osponclen      eceiving  and  discharging  more  than  two  hundred   passengers  each  week 
day     tl"    i"pond;nt  has  cre-ted  a  new  station  at  a  place  called  Palmert.m,   about 
!:    'mi      further  east,    and   has  declared   its   purpose   to   abandon   the  station   here- 
^"mai.tained  at  Hazards;  that  there  are  located  at  Hazards  large  zinc  works 
:^:::  ::d  operated  by  the  New   Jersey  Zinc  Company  of   ^^^^^f^-^jj^^^ 
abolition  of  the  station  at  this  point  would  cause  persons  employed  at  these  woi   s 
'X  "to   and    from    their   work    upon    the   cars   of    r.spon<lent.    as   well    as   ot 
de^Tci  Hazards  when   traveling    upon    n  spon.hmfs   road      to   pay   -  .-^<l-- 
;,.e  of  «ve  cuts  and  then   be  obliged  to  walk   two  miles  each   -P   ^  ^^     «  ^ 
from  the  station  at  Ralmerton   to  and  from  their  work  or  homes  at  Hazaids, 

^T:::::.::lt:'in    ,...-.    stated    ^at    „.    ZH.   company,    referr..    to     had    binlt 
.,nd   were  operating  a    railroad,    known   as  the  I'almerton   Railroad,    which  c  ossc  s 
;'  .^res  oildent    at    Palnierton  ;    that    the    said    Palmerton    Railroad    has    a 

p   vs^l  connec  ion  with   the  Chestnut   Ridge  Railway  at  Pahnertou,    t^us  makm. 
Pi:^erton  a  Junction  point;   that  the  officers  of  the.  New  Jersey  Zinc  Company  of 
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Pennsylvania  Jiad  been  moved  to  Palmerton  nnd  that  that  Company  was  about  to 
locate  the  only  entrance  to  the  yard  of  its  works  at  Palmerton;  that  i)atrons  of 
the  said  Zinc  Company  would  be  taken  up  at  the  Palmerton  entrance  to  their  yards 
by  the  said  Company  and  conveyed  over  the  line  of  their  own  railroad,  free  of 
charge,  to  their  several  places  of  employment;  that  the  few  remaining  residents  of 
tlie  vicinity  of  Hazards  would  be  as  well  accommodated  either  by  the  new  station  at 
Palmerton,  one  mile  east  of  the  location  of  the  station  at  Hazards,  or  at  a  station 
of  respondent's  known  as  Bowman,  1.77  miles  west  of  the  station  at  Hazards,  and 
requested  that  the  complaint  be  dismissed. 

Following  an  inspection  and  hearing,    the  Commission  advised  the  complainants 
and  respondent  as  follows: 

This  complaint  arises  from  the  opposition  of  the  residents  of 
Hazards,  a  rural  commuuity  in  lower  Towamensing  Township,  Car- 
bon County,  and  others  living  west  of  that  point  but  employed  in 
work  there,  to  the  proposal  of  the  respondent  to  abandon  its  train 
service  and  station  facilitiees  at  Hazards,  in  view  of  the  opening 
by  it  of  a  new  station  at  Palmerton,  one  mile  by  rail  and  about  ? 
mile  and  a  half  by  public  road  east  of  Hazards. 

The  substantial  demand  for  the  service  at  Hazards  appears  to  come 
from  the  workmen  in  the  extensive  plant  of  the  New  Jersey  Zinc 
Company  of  Pennsylvania  there  located,  who  live  on  respondent's 
line  west  of  Hazards  and  made  daily  use  of  respondent's  trains  in 
going  and  returning  from  their  work,  rather  than  from  the  residents 
of  Hazards.  To  meet  the  transportation  requirements  of  these  work- 
men the  respondent  states  that  it  proposes  to  re-adjust  its  fares  and 
carry  them  to  and  from  Palmerton — to  which  place  the  works  of  the 
said  Zinc  Company  now  extend,  and  to  which  point  it  is  said  the 
main  entrance  and  offices  of  that  Company  now  located  at  Hazards 
will  shortly  be  moved — for  the  same  compensation  novp  received  to 
and  from  Hazards,  and  that  the  workmen  will  then  be  carried  from 
Palmerton  to  their  respective  points  of  labor  in  the  grounds  of 
the  Zinc  Company  by  trains  operated  on  tracks  of  that  Company  by 
the  Chestnut  Ridge  Railroad  Company  free  of  charge,  as  is  now 
done  for  the  Palmerton  employees  of  the  Zinc  Company'.  It  is  pre- 
sumed that  the  employees  of  the  Zinc  Company  now  residing  at 
•  Hazards,  and  consequently  having  no  occasion  to  use  respondent's 
train  in  reaching  their  work,  will  then  continue  to  enter  the  grounds 
of  that  Company  at  Hazards  the  same  as  they  now  do. 

While  the  Commission  entertains  no  doubt  but  that  the  readjust- 
ment of  rates  stated  will  be  made  by  the  respondent,  and  that  the 
location  of  the  offices  and  main  entrance  of  the  ZinC  Company  will 
be  moved  to  Palmerton,  it  yet  has  no  authoritative  assurance  from 
either  thp  Zinc  Company  or  the  Chestnut  Ridge  Railroad  Company 
that  the  employees  of  the  former  company  will  not  eventually  be  re- 
quired to  pay  for  their  transportation  from  Palmerton  to  their  works. 
They  raise  this  question  now,  and  state  that  any  charge  for  thus 
carrying  them  back  to  their  places  of  work  after  they  have  been  com- 
pelled, by  the  proposed  abandonment  of  all  train  service  at  Hazards, 
to  journey  past  such  places  to  Palmerton  would  be  unfair  and  unjust.' 
Some  definite  and  reliable  assurance  about  this  sei-vice  should  be 
given . 

It  is  also  alleged  that  at  Palmerton  these  workmen  will  be  obliged 
to  cross  at  grade  the  numerous  tracks  of  the  respondent  or  walk  an 
overhead  railroad  bridge,  and  if  either  allegation  be  correct  some  other 
and  safe  crossing  should  be  provided  for  them . 

Moreover,  the  Commission  feels  that  xmtil  all  the  contemplated 
changes  and  re-adjustments  have  been  effected  and  are  actually  in 
operation  it  can  hardly  be  expected  to  satisfactorily  determine  just 
what  their  effect  may  be,  or  how  the  interests  of  that  general  com- 
munity or  of  the  larger  public  served  by  the  respondent  may  be 
affected  thereby. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  it  is  the  judgment  of  this  Commission 
that  the  questions  involved  in  this  case  should  not  now  be  definitely 
determined,  and  that  their  decision  should  await  the  complete  de- 
velopment of  the  matters  indicated  and  the  settlement  of  the  question 
of  the  intra-works  transportation. 

In  the  meantime,  however,  the  respondent  is  requested  to  continue 
at  least  its  present  train  service  at  Hazards. 
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L'pon  advice  from  either  partj-  to  this  controversy  that  matters  arc 
now  in  shape  for  final  disposition,  tliis  Commission  will,  after  notice 
to  the  other  party,   pro.  eed  with  dne  dilisenee  to  a  formal  conclosiou. 

Following  receipt  of  a  reply  to  the  foregoing  opinion,   a  final  recommendation  was 
issued,  as  follows: 

The  Pennsylvania  State  Railroad  Commission  having  this  day  re- 
ceived a  joint  communication  from  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  the  Chestnut  Ridge  Railroad  Company  and  the  New 
Jersey  Zin>  aupauy  of  Pennsylvania,  under  date  of  the  9th  instant, 
in  which  it  stated  that  the  suggestions  made  by  this  Commission 
in  its  opinic  >f  January  17th,  last,  for  the  determniation  of  rail- 
road fares  for  transportation  of  employees  of  the  Zinc  Company  from 
I'almerton  to  the.  works  of  that  Company,  and  the  convenience  at 
Palmerton  station  for  these  employees  obviating  the  necessity  of  their 
crossing  the  tracks  of  the  said  Railroad  Company,  have  all  been  com- 
plete with  the  assurance  now  given  that  these  arrangements  will  in- 
definitely continue  for  the  benefit  and  (onvenience  of  said  employees, 
the  Commission  does  now,  therefore,  in  conformity  with  the  said 
former  opinion  and  for  the  reasons  therein  stated,  hereby  dismiss  the 
complaint  of  the  Citizens  of  Hazards  against  the  said  Central  Railroad 
Company  of  New  Jersey. 


No.  608.  ^ 

W.  WILLIAMS  vs.  DELAWARE  AND  HUDSON  COMPANY. 


Complainant  asked  whether  a  rate  of  thirty-five  cents  per  ton  on  limestone,  by 
the  carload  of  not  less  than  twenty  tons,  from  a  siding  to  Fairview,  a  distance  of 
about  two  miles,  charged  by  respondent,  was  not  excessive  and  unreasonable? 

Complainant  was  advised  that  when  he  has  opportunity  to  sell  stone,  if  he  will 
forward  details  "of  shipment  to  the  Commission,  they  will  take  the  matter  up  with 
respondent. 


No.  618. 

JOHN    A.    MAGEE    AND    SON    vs.    PENNSYLVANIA 
SOUTHERN  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  merchant  of  Clarion,  averred  that  respondent,  operating  a  rail- 
road between  Summervillo  and  Clarion,  a  distance  of  sixteen  miles,  charged  ex- 
cessive and  unjust  rates  on  freight. 

Respondent  averred  that  the  rates  are  reasonable;  that  the  road  operated  ex- 
tends through  a  thinly  settled  country,  on  account  of  whi(  h  the  volume  of  traffic 
is  small   and   irregular;    that   the   rates  charged  are  only   sufficient   to  sustain   the 

operation . 

After  a  full  and  patient  hearing  by  the  Commission,  complainant's  Counsel  asked 
for  a  continuance  that  he  might  have  an  opportunity  to  gather  additional  evidence. 
After  considerable  delay,  the  case  was  closed  for  want  of  prosecution. 
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No.  620. 

BOROUGH   OF   CHESWICK  vs.   ALLEGHENY   VALLEY 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Coraplaiuaiit,  a  munioipal  corporatiou,  averred  that  the  respuiuleut  discrimiuated 
against  the  lesick-uts  ot"  that  iminieipality  aud  exacted  ex(  essive  fares  from  them  ; 
demamled  the  aliolitiuu  of  fare  zoues  and  tlie  aihJifiiou  of  a  system  uuder  which  a 
passenger  would   lie  Conveyed  a  reasonable  distance  on  a  single  fare. 

IlesponcU'nt  claimed  that  tlie  fares  exacted  were  reasonable  aud  just,  and  stated 
further  that  the  abolition  of  fare  zones  in  street  car  service  "was  impossible,  because 
of  the  act  that  passengers  get  on  aud  off  the  cars  irregularly  and  not  at  fixed 
stations  as  with  steam  cars. 

After  considerable  correspondence  the  fare  rates  complained  about  were  satis- 
factoriiy  adjusted  in  ai  cordance  with  the  suggestion  of  the  Commission,  made  at 
the  hearing  held  in  this  case. 


No.  635. 

SAMUEL    C.    WEEKS    vs.    JOHNSTOWN    TELEPHONE 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  respondent  discriminated  against  some  of  their 
patrons  by  charging  them  higher  rates  than  were  charged  to  others  for  the  same 
kind  of  service. 

Respondent  denied  the  charge  of  discrimination;  stated  they  had  in  use  dif- 
ferent rates  for  different  districts,  the  rates  of  each  district  being  determined  by 
the  distance  of  the  district  from  the  main  office,  and  demanded  a  hearing,  in  case 
complainant  questioned  the  truth  of  their  answer. 

Complainant  advised  the  Commission  that  the  case  *liad  been  amicably  adjusted 
and  requested  that  no  further  action  be  taken. 


No.  639. 

DITZ    AND    MOONEY    HARDWARE    COMPANY    vs.    PENN- 
SYLVANIA SOUTHERN  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  dealers  in  hardware  at  the  borough  of  Clarion,  averred  that  the 
rates  charged  on  shipments  of  freight  from  Summerville,  a  point  on  the  line  of 
the  Low  (jirade  Division  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railnoiiid,  to  Clarion  were  excessive, 
unreasonable  and  burdensome  and  prayed   for  relief. 

Respondent  averred  that  the  rates  are  reasonable;  that  the  road  operated  ex- 
tends through  a  thinly  settled  country,  on  account  of  which  the  volume  of  traffic 
is  small  and  irregular;  that  the  rates  charged  are  only  sufficient  to  sustain  the  oper- 
ation. 

A  hearing  was  held  at  which  case  was  continued  on  request  of  complainant,  who 
thereafter  gave  the  matter  no  attention,   for  which  reason  the  case  v;as  closed. 
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No.  646. 

GUY  F.  ROUSH,  et  al.,  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainauls.      residents  of  of  Mifflinburg,      Fnion  Coimty,      avrred     that     the 
station    maintained    by    respondent   at    that   yhiee    was    inadequate,    antiqnated    an,i 

unsanitary.  j-      li.-       e 

Respondent,    for    answer,     proposed    to    enlarge    and    improve    the    taahties    tor 
handling  freight,  as  well  as  make  improvements,   in  added  conveniences,  to  the  pas- 

senger  station . 

Complainant   reported   that   the   improved  facilities  for  handling  freight  were  en- 
tirely satisfactory,   as  were  the  improvements  made  to  the  passenger  waiting  room 
but  contended  that  more  space  was  required,    that  a   modern  heating  plant  should 
replace   the   stoves  in   use   and   that   the   passenger   station,    which    closed   at   seven 
o'clock,   should  be  kept  open  until  after  the  departure  of  the  last  connecting  trolley 

car,    about  10:.30  P.    M. 

Following  an  inspection  and  a  thorough  investigation  and  the  receipt  ot  an  under- 
standing bv  the  respondent  to  keep  the  passenger  station  open  until  the  departure  of 
the  last  trolley  car.  complainants  were  advised  that,  in  dig  opinion  of  the  Com- 
mission, the  station,  as  improved  by  respondent,  was  sutfi.  lent  to  meet  present 
requirements. 

No.  647. 


WILLIAM   BARNETT   AND   SONS  vs.   PENNSYLVANIA 

RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  tlie  passenger  train  service  on  the  Chester  Creek  Rail- 
road, extending  from  Lenni.  a  point  of  connection  with  the  central  division  of  the 
Philadelphia.  Baltimore  &  Washington  Railroad,  to  Lamokin,  a  point  on  the 
Maryland  Division  of  the  Philadelphia.  Ilaltimore  &  Washington  Railroad,  all  of 
which  roads  are  operated  by  the  respondent,  was  inadequate  because,  as  the 
trains  were  ihen  operated,  patrons  of  the  Chester  Creek  Railroad  could  not  reach 
Chester,    tlieir  chief  market   place,    and  do  any  shopping  or  marketing  and   return 

home  the  same  day. 

After  negotiations,  which  orcnijicd  sr.in.'  time,  the  Commission  secured  from  the 
respondent  train  s.'rvice  on  th-  Chest(n-  Creek  Railroad  which  was  highly  satisfac- 
tory to  the  complainants. 


No.  648. 

MOTHERS'  CLUB  OF  READING  vs.  READING  TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


The  .Mothers-  ( "lub  of  the  City  of  Reading  stated  that  the  Respondent  destroyed 
the  efficient  service  of  car  fen.lers  by  placing  ther.'oii  large  placards  and  other  ob- 
structions: that  th-  fenders  used  were  antiquated  an,l  generally  inetticient. 

8_26— 1913. 
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After  negotiations  liad  been  euttred  into,  the  Respondent  made  an  order  pro- 
hibiting the  placing  of  placards  on  the  fenders  of  cars,  and  agreed  to  put  into 
service  the  "11.  B.  Universal  life  guards"  ou  all  cars,  provided  such  action  met 
with  (he  appKoval  of  the  Commission. 

This  course  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  was  satisfactory  to  the  Commission 
and  the  complainant  and,   therefore,   terminated  the  case. 


No.  655. 

GEORGE  B.  MOORE  vs.  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  respondent's  freight  station  at  Rockwood,  Somerset 
County,  was  located  upon  a  small,  triangular  piece  of  ground,  surrounded  by  a 
river,  creek  and  high  embankment,  with  only  one  wagon  approach  which  crosses 
six  or  seven  tracks  and  an  electric  switch  ;  that  the  yard  is  small  and  continually 
crowded  during  day  hours,  and,  owing  to  the  presence  of  very  many  moving  en- 
gines and  trains  upon  the  tracks  necessarily  crossed,  the  approach  is  very  incon- 
venient and  dangerous ;  that  the  oflBcials  of  respondent  are  cognizant  of  these  con- 
ditions, and,  although  requested  to  remedy  the  situation,  are  not  giving  the  mat- 
ter proper  attention. 

Respondent,  upon  receipt  of  a  copy  of  the  complaint,  informed  the  Commission 
that  they  would  improve  the  conditions  complained  about,  by  a  re-arrangement  of 
their  tracks  and  freight  station. 

As  this  assurance  was  satisfactory  to  complainant,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  665. 

A.  B.  HELLER,  et  al.,  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  engaged  in  business  at  Hamburg,  averred  that  in  shipping  some 
freight  from  that  point  destined  to  Lansford,  respondent  made  the  shipment  via 
Reading  to  Allentown,  where  it  transferred  to  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  .Jersey, 
and  thence  via  Mauch  Chunk  to  Lansford,  in  all  a  distance  of  ninety-three  miles, 
requiring  several  changes  or  re-shipments,  instead  of  shipping  by  a  shorter  route, 
from  Hamburg  to  Tamaqua  and  thence  by  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey  to 
Lansford,    a  distance  of  twenty-nine  miles. 

Respondent  answered  that  formerly  shipments  had  been  made  by  the  routing  de- 
sired, but  that  practice  had  been  abandoned,  because  the  business  had  was  not 
sufficient  to  justify  the  maintenance  of  a  transfer  station  at  Tamaqua,  the  junction 
point  with  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  .Jersey,    and  on   account  of  the  infrequent 
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freight  tmin  service  on  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey;  that  the  rates 
charged  for  shipments  made  over  the  route  complained  about  are  less  than  were 
formerly  charged  when  shipments  were  made  by  the  routing  now  desired. 

After  a   thorough  investigation   and  hearing,    attended  by  parties  interested,    the 
Commission  filed  the  following: 

OPINION. 

This  complaint  involves  only  the  routing  of  freight  shipped  from 
Hamburg,  a  station  on  respondent's  line  between  Readhng  and 
Tamaqua,    to  Lansford  on  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey,    an 

^^A.'^siSar  feature  about  the  case  is  that  the  witnesses  on  neither 
side  annear  to  have  any  definite,  direct  and  personal  knowledge  ot 
manv  of  the  facts— those  on  the  part  of  the  complainants  speaking 
principally  of  what  their  consignees  and  some  of  the  employees  ot 
the  respondent  have  told  them,  and  the  division  freight  aeent  of  the 
respondent  at  Hamburg  stating  the  rules,  efforts  and  plans,  of  his 
Companv  respecting  the  service  in  question  rather  than  giving  the 
•  actS  accomplishments  of  that  service.  But  from  these  statements 
and  the  pleadings  in  the  case  we  learn  that  the  facts  are  substantially 

^^HamMi^rg  is  situate  16*  miles  north  of  Reading  and  23  miles  south 
of  Tamaqua.  while  Lansford  is  5 J  miles  east  of  Tamaqua,  on  the 
Panther  Creek  Vallev  Branch  of  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey, 
runnin?  between  Tamaqua  and  Mauch  Chunk.  The^espondent  has 
connections  with  the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey  at  Allentown 
and  at  Greenwood  Junction,  iust  outside  of  Tamaqua  at  both  of 
which  points  freidit  is  transferred.  All  freight  transferred  by  the 
respondent  at  Greenwood  Junction  passes  through  or  by  its  Tamaqua 
station  and  it  maintains  a  daily  local  freight  service  from  Reading 
to  Tamaqua.    reaching  there  late  in  the  evening.  „     ^     u-  i 

Until  the  fall  of  1909  this  Hamburg-Lansford  freight,  all  of  which, 
nracticallv  is  L.  C.  L..  was  carried  via  Tamaqua  and  delivered  m 
Lansford 'in  less  than  24  hours;  but  since  that  time  the  respondent 
has  been  concentrating  its  freight  at  Reading,  and  there  assorting 
and  re-loadins  it,  and  that  consigned  to  points  on  the  Central  Rail- 
road of  New  Jersev  is  then  taken  to  Allentown  and  delivered  to  that 
road  at  that  point.  In  this  way  this  freight  in  question  is  carried 
from  Hamburg  to  Reading,  there  assorted  and  re-loaded  in  a  car  for 
the  Central  Railroad  of  New  Jersey,  which  is  then  taken  to  Allen- 
town  and  delivered  to  that  road,  which  carries  it  to  Mauch  Chunk 
and  there,  ordinarily  at  least  again  reloads  it  sind  sends  it  on  over  its 
Panther  Creek  Valley  Branch  to  Lansford.  The  distance  by  this 
route  is  ni.7  miles,  as  against  28.-5  miles  via  Tamaqua  and  the 
best  time  that  is  made  is  two  days,  and  often,  if  not  generally,  much 
loneer  It  is  this  delav  in  delivery  that  the  romplamants  ob.iect  to, 
and  not  the  rates,  which  are  joint  and  now  lower  than  they  were 
when  the  transfer  was  made  at  Greeenwood  Junction . 

While  transfer  is  still  made  at  Greenwood  Junction,  it  seems  to  be 
now  confined  principally,  if  not  entirely,  to  freight  from  Tamaqua 
and  Pottsville  and.  presumably,  intermediate  points;  that  trom 
Pottsville,  at  least,  being  a  direct  service  in  a  through  car  avevag- 
in"a  dailv  load  of  but  4,00f)  pounds,  which  car  passes  theTamaqua 
station  and  thero  often,  if  not  regulariy,  has  its  load  increased. 
To  include  in  that  car.  or  with  any  other  freight  these  Hamburg  ship- 
ments would  onlv  add  from  600  to  6,000  pounds  Pfr  month  to  the 
load  according  to  the  statements  about  the  amount  of  these  shipment^ 
during  receit  months,  although  it  is  claimed  that  they  wore  much 
greater  before  the   change   in   routing,    and   will   be   again   if  the   old 

''°The'^rp7pomfent  obiects  to  complying  with  the  wishes  of  the  com- 
plainants, first,  because  the  current  or  flow  of  its  traffic  now  being 
V  a  Read  ng  it  has  not  now  the  force  and  facilities  at  Tamaqua  to 
there  transfer  this  freid.t  as  formeriy ;  but  there  is  no  testimony  to 
this  eifect  and  the  quantity  of  this  freight  does  not  indicate  any 
necessity  for  special  provision  for  transferring  it.  The  present  routing 
mav  be  more  convenient  for  the  respondent,  but  it  appears  to  be  to 
"orae  extent,  at  least,  as  in  this  instance,  artificial  --^^ll  ^oinpulsory 
upon  the  shippers,  whose  wishes  and  interests  are  entitled  to  fair 
consideration,  and  whose  righl  it  is,  under  all  ordinary  circum- 
stances, to  designate  the  route  of  their  shipments. 


llfi  AXXl'AL  REPORT  OF  THE  Off.   Doc. 

Another  objcftioii  is  that  tho  northbnimcl  hical  freight  reaches 
Tamaqua  so  hito  that  transfer  of  freight  from  it  to  tlie  Central  Rail- 
road of  New  Jersey  can  hardly  he  niade  in  time  for  the  only  local 
freight  east  on  the  Panther  Creek  A'alley  Branch,  which  loaves  Green- 
wood Jnnction  early  in  the  niornin!i',  whereas  formerly  there  were 
additional  trains,  so  that  it  may  now  take  two  days  instead  of  one 
for  the  Hambnrg'  freight  to  i-each   T>ansford  by  this  ronte. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say  on  this  point  that  the  testimony  does  not 
establish  that  transfer  cannot  be  made  in  time  for  the  Panther  Creek 
Valley  train  of  the  next  morning-,  and  that,  in  any  event,  this  freight 
would  certainly  i>eacli  the  second  morning's  train  eind  thus  its  de- 
livery within  two  days  be  insured,  which  time,  we  have  seen,  is 
tiie  exception    by   the   other   r(.ute. 

Again,   it  is  urged  that  if  this  freight  he  carried  via  TanuKjua,   ship- 
pers from  other   points   may  desire  their  freight  so  carried   also,    and 
thus  the  amount  of  such  freight  to  be  carried  against  the  curreent  in- 
creased,   as   also   the   transfer   work   at   the   Tamaqua    station,    to   the 
great    inconvenience    of    the    respondent    and,     iiossibly,     necessitating 
an    inci'ease   of  the   force   a^   Tamacpin.      All    this   may   be   true,    but   at 
present  there  is  no  intimation  of  such  relief  being  sought  at  any  other 
point,    and    if   there    should    be    it   would    indicate    the    more   strongly 
the  unsatisfactory   character  of  the  facilities   afforded   by   the   present 
route  and  the  greater  necessity  for  a  change.     That  the  present  route 
may   he   more   favorable   and   convenient   in    various   ways   for   the   re- 
spondent  is   not   a   sutlicient    reply    to   the   demand   of   the   shipper,    in 
the  absence  of  the  imi)osition  of  any  unreasonable  or  burdensome  re- 
quirements :   and   the  circinnstances  at  different  points  being  substan- 
tially  the  same,    the   same  facilities  should   be   supplied   them.      If  it 
should    prove    that    shipjiers    at    other    points    than    Hamburg    desire 
freight  destined   to   Lansford  and   other  places  on   the  Panther   Creek 
Valley    Branch    transported    via    Tamaqua    instead    of    via    Reading, 
Allentown   and   Mauch   Chunk,    and   the   facts   and   circumstances  are 
substantially  the  same  as  those  at  Ilamhurg,  then     they  should  have     the 
same   facilities.      And   if  this  freight   should   so   increase   the   transfer 
work  at  Tamaqua   as  to  require  additional  force  there,    it   is  not  ap- 
parent why  a  sufficient  f(n-ce  could  not  be  transferred  from  Reading  to 
that   point,    without   at  all   increasing  the  number  of  employees  of  the 
respondent,  since  the  increase  of  work  at  Tamaqua  would  by  just  that 
much   diminish   the  work   at   Reading.   Indeed,    such  increase  of  traffic 
via  Greenwood  .luUction  transfer,   if  it  should  occur,   might  well  result 
in  such  additional   train  service  on   the  Panther  Creek  A'alley  Branch 
as   would   insure   delivery   of   the   Hamburg    consignment    to    Ijansford 
within    one    day   as    of   yore.      A   common    carrier   should    furnish    its 
patrons   every    reasonable   facility   at   its   command    that   is   consistent 
with  a  due  regai'd  for  its  own  interests.  / 

Respondent  expresses  a  willingness  to  insure  as  prompt  delivery 
liy  its  i)resont  routin'r  as  it  thinks  can  now  be  obtained  by  the  foi'mer 
routing  if  the  complainants  will  aggregate  their  shipments  and  on  a 
si^ecitied  daiy  or  days  of  each  week  furnish  a  minimum  carload  lot;  but 
this  is  impracticable  for  these  shippers. 

To  accommodate  these  complainants  it  is  not  necessary  to  make 
Tamaqua  a  general  interchange  point  with  the  Central  Railroad  of 
New  .Jersey,  as  it  formerly  was,  but  merely  to  enlarge  the  interchange 
that  is  now  made  there  for  the  Tamaqua  and  Pottsville  sections  suf- 
ficiently to  admit  the  freight  from  the  Hamburg  section  destined  to 
points  on  the  Panther  Creek  Valley  Branch  that  may  be  consigned  by 
the  shippers  over  that  route.  This  appears  to  us  to  be  a  little  and 
reasonable  accommodation,   and  easily  to  be  afforded. 

After,  therefore,  a  vev.y  careful  consideration  of  the  case  in  all 
its  aspects,  with  the  purpose  to  do  full  justice  to  all  interests,  the 
Conunission  is  of  the  opinion  that  when  shipiieis  at  Hamburg  and 
vicinity  consign  their  freight  to  Lansford  and  vicinity  via  Tamaqua, 
it  should  be  transported  by  that  route  instead  of  liy  way  of  Reading, 
Allentown   and   ^Mauch   Chunk:   and   it  so   recommends. 
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No.  669. 

WILLIAM   H.   MAZURIE  vs.   PITTSBURGH   RAILWAYS 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Swissvale,  averred  that  the  respondent  had  three 
different  routes  extending  from  .AIcKeesport  to  Pittsburgh,  upon  eacli  of  which 
the  uniform  rate  charged  is  fifteen  cents  ;  that  by  the  ordinary  route  the  fare  from 
Swissvale  to  Pittsburgh  is  fifteen  cents,  but  that  1>y  making  indicated  changes 
and  by  taking  transfers  that  trip  could  be  made  for  ten  cents;  wherefore,  the  fif- 
teen   cent    fare    between    Swissvale    and    Pittsburgh    was    inequitable. 

Respondent  denied  the  averments  contained  in  the   complaint. 

A  copy  of  respondent's  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  with  the  request  for 
comment  thereon.      No  reply  having  been  received  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  675. 
H.  J.  SCHAAD  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  inadequate  train  service  on  the  Bowman's  Creek  Branch  of 
the  respondent's  system  between  Bernice  and  Wilkes-Barre,  and  intermediate 
stations,    but  one  train  each  way  being  operated  every  week  day. 

Respondent  alleged  the  service  was  adequate  and  all  that  the  business  obtainable 

would  justify. 

After  careful  investigation  and  li<>ariug,  the  respondent,  pursuant  to  n  suggestion 
made  by  the  Commission,  installed  an  additional  train  on  April  1,  1912,  as  an 
experiment,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  necessity  of  the  service  requested  by 
complainant. 


No.  680. 

HENRY  HILEMAN  vs.  PITTSBURGH,  HARMONY,  BUTLER 
AND   NEW  CASTLE  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  charge  of  eighty-five  cents  per  ton  for  transporting 
crushed  limestone  from  Harmony  Junction  to  Warrendale,  n  distance  of  eleven 
miles,  made  by  respondent,  was  e.xcessive  and  unreiisoiiMl)le,  and  requested  a  recom- 
mendation for  relief. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  charge  made  covered  the  cost  of  making  transfer 
from  the  cars  of  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company  to  the  cars  of  respondent, 
in  addition  to  the  transportation;  that  it  was  thr  unifoin.  charge  for  a  like  service 
and  was  reasonable  and  just. 
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After  considerable  correspondence  and  hearing,  complainant  and  respondent 
were  advised  to  make  an  effort  to  amicably  adjust  tbe  cause  of  the  complaint. 

After  some  delay.  Counsel  for  complainant  informed  the  Commission  that  com- 
plainant and  respondent  were  negotiating  and  had  so  far  progressed  as  to  justify 
the  belief  that  the  cause  of  complaint  would  be  amicably  arranged,  and  requested  the 
Commission  to  carry  the  matter  over  awaiting  further  advice. 

As  no  further  communication  was  received  the  case  wasj  assumed  to  have  been 
satisfactorily  adjusted  and  was,    therefore,    closed. 


No.  683. 

JAMES  J.  GEISINGER  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  TRANSIT 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Centre  ^^-Ucy,  Lehigh  County,  averred  that  the 
fare  zones  adopted  by  the  respondent  w         unjust  and  discriminatory. 

After  a  very  careful  investigation,  th  'ommission  decided  that  the  fare  zones 
as  determined  by  the  respondent  were  fair  and  reasonable  and  could  not  be  changed 
to  the  advantage  of  complainants  without  working  injury  to  others. 


No.  687. 

CITIZENS  OF  OLNEY  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants  protested  against  a  proposed  increase  in  the  rates  of  fare  charged 
patrons  residing  in  Philadelphia  and  suburban  points  by  the  respondent. 

Respondent  admitted  they  proposed  making  a  slight  increase  in  their  rates,  but 
averred  that  the  proposed  rates,  naming  them,  were  fair  and  reasonable;  that  the 
former  lower  rates  were  made  to  meet  trolley  competition,  but  experience  showed 
they  were  unprofitable. 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  hearing  the  Commission  entered  the  follow- 
ing: 

OPINION. 

The  basis  of  this  complaint  is  the  charge  made  liy  the  respondents 
in  their  pass(-n2er  fares  on  their  Chestnut  Hill  li'nes.  There  are  three 
routes  from  Philadelphia  to  Chestnut  Hill,  one  via  the  Pennsylvania, 
Twelve  miles  in  length,  and  two  via  Ihe  Philadelphia  &  Reading, 
fourteen  and  three-tenths  and  ten  and  eight-tenths  miles  In  distance 
respectively.  Prior  to  August,  1911.  the  latter  Company  operated 
its    Chestnut    Hill    trains    over    the   longer,    or    "subway"    route,    but 
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alwavs  based  its  fares  on  its  short  line  mileage.     And  by  reason  of  the 
always  oasea  us  la    ^  Pennsylvania  has  constantly  adjusted  its 

fTefEo  a?  lls\  meSm-ably  m'eet'Ihat  competition,   regardless  of  its 

^''ThfSf  lines  of  the   respondents  diverge   greatly   south   of   North 

^1  .      o   ovfit    pvrt'iit  the  same  communities. 

''"To'iWe  a  cor  ec  mdeitanding  of  the  fares  which  from  time  to 
time  hive  been  hi  effect  on  these  lines  it  will  be  suftcient  to  men  lou 
oX  those  bJ^^ween  Philadelphia  and  Chestnut  Hill,  .  because  those 
?o  the  intermediate  stations  have  always  been  maintamed  in  an  ap- 
pro-Kimate  proportion  to  them. 
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STRAIGHT  OR  ONE  WAY  PARE. 


1887, 
Aug.  1. 


i>.  R.  E.  Co.,  .— 
p.  Jt  R.  Ry.  Co., 


189S. 
Mar.  26, 


1895, 
Apr.  1. 


Jan.  1. 


1899, 
June  1. 


1907, 

May  25. 


1907, 
Oct.  1. 


1911, 
Feb.  17. 


.as 


.  I.') 


.12 


.20 


.20 


.22 

.22 


.27 

.27 


P.   R.   R.   Co.,   

P.    &.   R.    Ry.   Co., 


EXCURSION  OR  ROUND  TRIP. 


1887, 
Aug.  1. 


189;!, 
Mar.  26. 


1896, 
Apr.  1. 


1887, 
Oct.  3. 


1903, 
Jan.  1. 


1907, 
May  25. 


1911, 
Aug.  1. 


.40 


.30 


.40 


.25 


.20 


.30 


.44 

.44 


PACKAGE  TICKETS,  PER  TRIP. 


P     R.   R.    Co.,    -- 
P.   &  R.  Ry-   Co. 


1892, 
Dee.  5 


1895, 
Apr.  1. 


1898, 
Jan.  9. 


1903, 
Mar.  1. 


1007, 
May  25. 


1907, 
Oct.  10. 


1911. 
Aug.  1. 


.20 


.125 


.10 


.126 

.15 

-      .126 

.198 
.196 


The  complainants  now  alles:e  that  the  above  stated  fares  es^ 
tabli'.hod  Februarv  17th  and  August  1st,  1911,  are^excossiye  and 
unroasonablo;  and' they  also  object  to  the  action  of  the  Reading  in  now 
limTting  the  use  of  its  commutation  or  fifty-trip  t  ckets  (the  price  of 
which  has  not  been  increased  by  either  respondent)  to  the  purchasers 
Thereof  whereas  prior  to  August,  1911,  no  restriction  was  placed 
upon   their  use.      It   appears,    however,    that   m   imposmg   this   con- 
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dition  that  road  is  onlj'  confomning  to  the  uniform  practice  of  all  rail- 
road compauies  issuing  sxnh  low  priced  tickets,  by  which  the  fare 
IS  reduced  to  about  one  cent  per  mile.  In  view  of  the  low  rate  of 
fare  the  use  of  these  tickets  secures,  and  of  what  we  understand  the 
ordinary,  if  not  uniform  practice  of  other  roads  to  be  in  this  respect, 
we  do  not  feel  justilied  in  declaring  the  said  restriction  to  be  either 
unreasonable  or  unlawful.  It  docs  not  clearly  appear  to  us,  however, 
that  tills  restriction  is  really  of  any  substantial  benefit  or  advajitage  to 
the  carrier;  and,  if  it  is  not,  its  abrogation  would  be  a  considerable 
accommodation    to   its   patrons. 

The  coincidence  of  the  dates  of  the  fare  changes  made  by  the  re- 
spondents has  led  the  complainants  to  regard  their  action  as  the  result 
of  a  combination  or  agreement ;  but  the  testimony  discloses  that 
the  fares  were  revised  in  connection  w-ith  the  readjustment  required 
by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission's  order  to  make  their  fares 
conform  to  the  provisions  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  amended  Inter- 
state Commerce  Act,  this  order  specifying  February  IT,  1911,  as 
the  date  for  the  readjustment  of  the  straight  or  one-way  fares,  and 
August  1st,  1911,  of  the  excursion  and  package  ticket  fares.  The  re- 
spondents do  not  claim  that  a  revision  of  these  particular  fares  was 
necessarily  required  by  that  order,  but  only  that  in  consequence  of  the 
order  they  entered  upon  a  general  revision  of  all  fares,  regarding 
that  as  a  fit  time  for  the  consideration  of  the  whole  subject  and  of 
the  entire  Held.  This  explains,  then,  the  dates  of  the  changes.  And 
the  agreement  in  the  fares  is  frankly  stated  to  result  from  the  action 
of  the  Pennsylvania  in  making  its  fares  to  agree  with  those  it  had 
iearued  that  its  competitor,   the  shoiter  line,  would  then  establish. 

The  fares  in  effect  between  1895  and  1907  are  shown  by  the  testi- 
mony to  have  arisen  from  an  effort  by  the  Reading  to  meet  the  com- 
petition of  trolley  lines,  and  by  the  Pennsylvania  to  meet  the  Reading 
competition,  and  in  both  cases  to  have  resulted  in  large  deficits  to 
these  companies  in  the  operation  of  their  said  lines. 

We  come  now  to  the  gist  of  the  case.  Are  the  present  fares  ex- 
cessive or  unreasonable?  The  charge  of  the  Reading  is  two  and  one- 
half  cents  per  mile  for  one-way  fares,  two  cents  per  mile  for  round- 
trip  fares,  and  ten  per  cent,  less  for  package  tickets,  its  short  line 
being  its  mileage  basis.  The  Pennsylvania,  instead  of  considering  its 
own  greater  mileage,  simply  adopts  the  Reading  fare  to  competitive 
points  and  arranges  its  intermediate  fares  proportionately.  By  this 
action  the  Chestnut  Hill  line  patrons  of  that  road  obtain  an  advantage 
in  fares  over  all  its  other  suburban  patrons  where  no  such  competition 
exists,  for  its  suburban  fares  are  made  on  the  same  basis  as  that 
of  the  Reading  above  given.  If  this  road  should  take  its  own 
mileage  foP  a  basis  and  make  its  fares  as  the  Reading  h^is  done,  the 
result  would  be  that  its  fares  to  Chestnut  Hill  stations  would  be 
as  follows  from  Philadelphia: 


6.2    Westmoreland, 
7.7    Queen   Lane,    -. 
8.22  Chelten  Ave., 
8.7    Tulpehocken,    _ 

Upsal,    

Carpenter,    

10.3  Allen  Lane,  -- 
11.1  St.  Martins,  -. 
11. e    Highland, 


9.2 
9.8 


Distance  to 


p. 

C3 

+i 

^ 

■a 

a 

<D 

0 

CI 

o 

O 

« 

Pkg.     per 

trip    in- 

stead of 

as  now. 

p. 

a 

■q 

4-» 

& 

■a 
a 

<D 

p 

8 

^ 

12.0    Chestnut   Hill,    .30 


.16 

.25 

.20 

.31 

.21 

.33 

.22 

.35 

.23 

.37 

.25 

.40 

.26 

.42 

.28 

.45 

.29 

.47 

.30 

.48 

.115 
.131 
.148 
.Iff? 
.ICO 
.180 
.189 
.202 
.211 
.216 


.14 

.20 

.17 

.26 

.18 

.28 

.19 

.30 

.20 

.32 

.21 

.34 

.22 

.36 

.24 

.40 

.26 

.42 

.27 

.44 

60 

O 

as 


.100 
.117 
.126 
.136 
.144 
.153 
.168 
.180 
.189 
.198 
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A   comparison  of  the  present   fares   with   those   to   points   on   other 
Pennsylvania  lines  shows — 


Compared  with 


Phila.  to  Folcroft,  Maryland  Div.,— 
Phila.  to  Maple  Shade— Amboy  Div.,.. . 

Phila.    to   Primos— Central   Div., 

Balto.  to  Sherwood— X .  Central  Div.,. - 
Phila.  to  Frankford  Jc— N.  Y.  Div., 
New  York  to  Newark, — N.   Y.   Div.,.- 

Balto.    to   Stemmers, — Md.    Div., 

Phila.    to  Riverton, — Amboy  Div., 

Phila.  to  Bridesburg' — X.  Y.  Div.,  _. — 
Phila.  to  Bryn  Mawr — Phila.  Div.,  -- 
Phila.   to  Wissinoming — N.   Y.   Div.,.. 

Phila.  to  Taylor— Amboy  Div.,  

Phila.  to  Crum  Lynne — Md.  Div.,.. 
Balto.   to  Stony  Run — Md.  Div., 
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Queen    Lane   faxes,    1  .20 

Ohelten    Ave.    fares,    I  .21 

Chelten    Ave.    fares,    I  .21 

Chelten  Ave.,    fares,    .23 

Tulpehocken    lares,    .20 

TuJpehocken  fares, .17 

I'ulpenociceu    fares,    .22 

Upsal    fares,    _ 23 

Allen  Laiii;  lare.s,   24 

Allen  Lane  fares,   i  .26 

St.  Martins  fares,  --- i  .26 

St.   Martins  fares,   .28 

St.  Martins  fares,  .2S 

St.    Martins    fares,    _. ---  .31 


a 


.31 

.140 

.33 

.149 

.33 

.149 

.37 

.162 

.30 

.135 

.30 

.40 

.35 

.167 

.40 

.ISO 

.41 

.186 

.43 

.194 

.40 

.198 

.45 

.203 

.61 

The  fares  to  the  New  York  Division  points  above  named  are 
attected  by  competition. 

We  see  from  the  foregoing  that  the  rates  in  question  are  not  ex- 
cessive or  unreasonable  in  comparison  with  those  in  effect  to  other 
suburban  points  equally  distant  from  Philadelphia  and  other  large 
centers,  but  that,  on  the  contrary  they  are  generally  appreciably 
lower.  Are  they,  then,  excessive  by  reason  of  the  return  this  service 
renders  the  carriers?  The  undisputed  evidence  is  that  this  service 
is  conducted  by  both  roads  at  a  very  considerable  loss.  While  it  may 
be  contended  that  a  common  carrier  is  not  entitled  to  make  a  re- 
munerative charge  for  every  service  rendered  if  such  charge  be  excessive 
or  unreasonable,  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  when  the  service  is  actually 
performed  at  a  loss  it  should  certainly  be  required  that  the  excessive- 
ness  or  unreasonableness  of  the  charge  therefore  should  be  clearly  es- 
tablished before  the  loss  should  be  enhanced  by  the  imposition  of  a 
lower  charge. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  this  State,  in  Pa.  R.  R.  Co.  vs.  Phila. 
County,  220  Pa.  St.  100,  has  decided  that  such  corporations  are 
entitled  to  a  fair  net  return;  not  less  than  the  legal  rfcte  of  intei'esl, 
on  each  branch  of  their  business,  both  the  freight  and  passenger, 
provided,  of  course,  that  they  are  able  to  earn  it  without  exceeeding 
their  corporate  authority  and  privilege ;  and  the  lower  court  in  that 
case  found  as  a  fact  that  on  the  present  basis  of  fares  that  Company 
was  not  obtaining  such  an  income  from  its  intrastate  passenger  busi- 
ness. The  increases  made  in  the  fares  here  complained  of  would  by 
no  means  make  up  that  deficit.  And  in  the  Philadelphia  &  Read- 
ing Railway  Company  vs.  Philadelphia  County,  228  Pa.  St.  505, 
the  same  court  stated  that  "we  are  satisfied  from  the  proofs  that  the 
net  outcome  of  the  plaintiff's  passenger  business  involves  a  large  loss  to 
the  Company  from  year  to  year."  There  has  been  no  evidence  in- 
troduced in  this  case  to  controvert  those  findings.  In  both  of  the  cases 
just  c^ted  the  Appellate  Court  approved  the  findings  of  fact  of  the  lower 
court,  and  in  the  Reading  case  the  accounts  of  that  Company  were 
thoroughly  investigated  by  an  expert  appointed  by  this  Commission 
for  that  purpose.  We  see,  tlierefore,  that  whether  regard  be  had  only 
to  the  passenger  receipts  of  the  lines  directly  involved  in  this  pro- 
ceeding, or  to  th  eentire  passenger  business  of  the  respondent  com- 
panies, in  neither  case  are  the  net  receii)ts  of  either  r<'si)ondent  up  tu 
the  standard  the  court  has  determined. 

Xor  has  either  respondent  exceeded  its  authority  in  fixing  these 
fares;  for  the  Pennsylvania's  limitation  in  the  Act  of  April  13th, 
1846,  is  that  "no  charge  shall  be  made  to  exceed  three  cents  per  mile 
for  through  passengers,  and  three  and  one-half  cents  per  mile  for 
way  passengers,"  and  the  lower  coui't  found  in  Philadelphia  & 
Reading    Railway    Company    vs.    Philadelphia    County,    Supra,    that 
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"the  Company  clearly  had  the  right.  *  *  *  *  *  either  under  the  pro- 
vSns  of  its  original  charter  of  18:58  or  under  the  general  railroad 
Act  of  1849,  to  diargc  a  rate  of  at  least  two  and  one-halt  cents  for 
each  passenger  per  mile."  .  , 

When  rates  of  fare  are  raised  above  those  m  effect  for  a  long 
previous  period,  some  public  opposition  and  dissatisfaction  are  gen- 
ei-Illy  manifesto!  and  a  natural  presumption  of  unfairness  arises 
unless  the  facts  are  given  and  the  situation  is  explained  .  The  public 
will  view  with  equanimity  a  reduction  in  rates  or  fares  and  care  not 
what  occasioned  it ;  but  when  a  raise  is  made  the  people  want  to,  and 
sSuld  b^advised  of  the  reasons  for  it.  If  this  information  is  furnished 
(and,  preferably,  in  advance  of  any  action)  and  a  ^'f ^o'^ably  suf- 
ficient reason  for  the  action  is  shown,  the  public  will  be  better  able 
io  judge  the  movement  lationaliy  and  correctly  and  can  then  be  trusted 
to  make  no  unreasonable  opposition.  ,      .    ■.     ^f    i^+^,. 

The   mere    raising  of   rates   of  fares   is   not   in   and   ot   itsrlt   detei- 
minative  of  the  unreasonableness  or  excess  of  such  increase,    and  an 
eTlanation    of    it    is    a^lways    admissible.      Indeed,     the    lower    court 
stited,    in    Phila.    &    Reading    Ry.    Co.    vs.    Phila     County,    supra, 
when   referring   to   the   rates   of   that   Company:    "It  was   not   obliged 
to  lower  anv  of  its  rates  below  two  and  one-half  cents  a  mile,   and  it 
was   at    liber!  V   at    anv    time    to   impose   the   highest   lawful    rate  ^  upon 
its  passengers  on   either  the  whole  or  any   portion  of  its  lines.        In 
this  case  the  fares  complained  of  only  reach  the  limit  and  authority  ot 
the  Reading  in   the  one  way  or  straight  ticket,    and  are  lower  on  al 
others        And    the    reasons    for    the    changes    made    in    February    and 
August,    1911,    have  been  given  and  the  situation  then  and  for  years 
previous  has  been  explained .  ,         .       ,,    ^       •  i  « 

It  now  remains  only  to  speak  of  the  allegation  that  said  fares  are 
excessive    by    reason    of    the    character    of    the    equipment    used    and 
service    rendered    by    the    Pennsylvania    on    its    Chestnut    Hill    hue. 
Some  testimony   was   given   tending   to   show   the   use   of   old   wooden 
cars     pooriy   lighted   and   heated,    on   the   Chestnut   Hill   trains,    and 
failure  to  keep  the  schedules,   and  abandonment  of  some  trains;   but 
the    nrenonderanre   ot    the    testimony   is   to   the   effect    that  _  this   equip- 
ment ;s  equal  ot  least  to  that  of  all  the  other  Pennsylvania  suburban 
trains'   and  is  being  improved  as  fast  as  new  steel  cars  are  acquired, 
and  that  the  service  is  also  quite  as  good  as  the   rest  m  and  out  ot 
Broad    Street    Station,    between    which    point    and    West    I  hiladeiphia 
the  conc-stion   occurs  which  causes  the  delays     It  was  by   reason   of 
this   congestion   on   this   terminal   ground   that  som-.  thirty-oi:--  trains 
XV.  re  withdrawn  in  January,    IWl,   six  of  whicli  oniy  were. Chestnut 
Hill  trains      This  difficulty  the  Company  has  been  endeavoring  to  re- 
move bv  improvements  in  the  section  affected  which  are  in  course  of 
'ompletlon.      Altogether   it   appears   that   the   grounds   for   such   com- 
nSs    are    being    removed    and    the    service    genem  ly    improved    as 
ra,  klly  as  the  Company  is  able  to  do  it.     Indeed  i#  is  largely     if  not 
entiielv     the  volume  of  the  suburban  travel  which  occasions  the  delay 
to   vvhicii    all   the   travel    to   and   from   that   terminal    is   at   times  sub- 
iected        Of   course    it    is    the   duty   of   the    Company    to    remedy    this 
trouble  as  it  is  proceeding  to  do ;  but  such  temporary  and  occasional 
d  Sties    in    transportation    can    har.lly    .lustity     a    demand     t..r    a 
reducion    of    fares,     particularly    when    the    condition    results    from 
neither  negligence  nor  willfulness,   and  efforts  to  improve  it  are  being 
made      We  find,    therefore,    no  sufiicient  ground  upon  which  a  recom- 
mendation   for   a    reduction    in    the   fares   specified   can    be   made;    and 
the    complairt    must    be    dismissed. 


No.  688. 


A.  J.  NORDSTROM  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 

Complainant  averred  that  he  had  been  overcharged  on  a  shipment  made  for  him, 
by  respondent,   from  the  City  of  York  to  Port  Allegany. 
■  Following  an  investigation,  the  respondent,  pursuant  to  an  investigation  made  by 
the   Commission,    made   refund   of   the   amount  of  overcharge   thus   terminating   the 


case. 
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No.  696. 

MORRIS     BAKER     vs.    PENNSYLVANIA     RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Philadelphia,  protested  against  the  practice  of  re- 
spondent, of  charging  same  fares  to  and  from  the  the  West  Philadelphia  station  as  is 
charged  by  them  from  the  Broad   Street  Station,    Philadelphia,    a  point  one  mile 

distant.  •        «    ,.        „^ 

Respondent  stated  that  the  practice  complained  of  had  been  m  effect  e^er 
since  the  establishment  of  the  station  at  West  Philadelphia,  and  is  in  accord  with 
general  railroad  practice,  of  maintaining  one  rate  of  fare  to  and  from  the  several 
stations  of  any  one  city  :  if  the  rates  in  effect  to  and  from  West  Philadelphia  dif- 
ered  from  the  rates  in  effect  to  and  from  Broad  Street  Station,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  work  inbound  and  outbound  trains  between  those  points,  and  the  time 
thus  consumed  would  seriously  interfere  with  the  alrea4fc'  complicated  situation  m 
promptly  handling  traflic  to  and  from  Broad  Street  station;  that  the  station  at 
West  Philadelphia  was  established  for  the  convenience  of  patrons  desiring  to  use 
that  location,  and  tickets  purchased  at  either  station  may  be  used  from  either  sta- 
tion at  the  option  of  the  holder,  and  return  trip  tickets  purchased  at  the  West 
Philadelphia  station  are  good  to  the  Broad  Street  station  on  the  return  trip, 
should  the  holder  desire  to  so  use  it;  to  change  this  practice  would  seriously  inter- 
fere with  traffic  at  this  point  and  work  injury  to  a  large  number  of  patrons. 

A  copy     of  the  answer  was  sent  the  complainant  for  comment.     As  he  did  not 
reply  or  take  any  further  action,  the  case  was  closed. 

No.  697. 


WILLIAM  H.  HOLT  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


This  complaint  protested  against  an  Increase  in  the  rates  of  fare  made  by  re- 
spondent, and  especially  against  the  increase  in  the  rate  of  faro  on  the  Chestnut 
Hill  Branch  of  respondent's  system. 

This  case  was  considered  by  the  Commission  in  connection  with  others  to  the 
same  effect  relating  to  other  lines  of  respondent,  operated  between  the  Reading  Ter- 
minal and  other  stations  in  Philadelphia  and  suburban  points,  and  resulted, 
eventually,  in  a  reduction  and  general  readjustment  of  rates  by  the  respondent, 
which  were  satisfactory  to  complainant  and  approved  by  the  Commission. 

No.  702. 


DIXONVILLE  BOARD  OF  TRADE  vs.  CHERRY  TREE  AND 
DIXONVILLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Complainants  averred  that  Dixonville,  Indiana  County,  has  a  population  of 
about  one  thousand  persons  and  is  surrounded  by  a  populous  farming  and  mining 
community:  that  respondent  does  not  hav"  a  freight  and  passenger  station  nor 
maintain  an  agrnt  al  that  point;  that  the  m^arest  railroad  stations  are  at  Clymer, 
on  respondent's  line,  and  at  Marion  Centre  on  the  route  of  the  Buffalo,  Rochester' 
&  Pittsburgh  Railway,  each  about  four  miles  distant;  that  the  absence  of  m  apeRt- 
^oa  a  Station  cmm  wqch  jpoonveDience  to  respondeot'p  patrows, 
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Respoudont,  iu  reply,  stated  that  the  traffic  produced  at  Dixonville  was  not  suf- 
ficient to  justify  the  maintonance  of  an  agent  and  station  ;  that  passengers  paid 
their -fare  to  conductors  and  incoming  freight  was  received  and  cared  for  by  the 
persons  receiving  same;  tliat  outgoing  freight  was  inconsiderable. 

Following  a  suggestion  made  by  the  Commission  to  the  respondent,  to  the  efiEect 
that  closer  attention  be  given  to  the  matter  of  complaint,  coupled  with  an  en- 
deavor to  afford  complainant  the  desired  facilities,  the  Commission  was  informed 
by  the  interested  parties  that  the  subject  of  the  complainant  had  been  adjusted 
amicably. 


No.  705. 

L.  A.  SKINNER,  et  al.,  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residents  of  Templeton,  Armstrong  County,  averred  that  the 
station  facilities  for  both  passenger  and  freight  service,  at  that  place,  were  wholly 
inadequate . 

Respondent  admitted  that  the  facilities  complained  about  were  inadequate ; 
stated  that  they  had  authorized  the  erection  of  suitable  station  buildings,  but  had 
not  been  able  to  procure  the  necessary  ground,  owing  to  local  differences  as  to  the 
location . 

After  considerable  correspondence  respondent  advised  the  Commission,  that  the 
desired  property  had  been  secured,  and  that  station  buildings  and  sidings  would  be 
erected  as  speedily  as  possible. 

Copy  of  this  report  was  sent  to  complainants,  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  707. 


JAMES  H.  LOH  vs.  CUMBERLAND  VALLEY  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  he  was  a  passenger  on  No.  2  accommodation  train, 
running  betw^een  Harrisburg  and  Carlisle,  on  respondent's  line  of  railway  on  August 
25th,  191]  ;  that  there  was  no  water  for  drinking  purposes  on  the  passenger  cars  of 
that  train,   and  requested  action  thereon. 

He  was  informed  that  there  is  no  law  in  Pennsylvania  either  requiring  or  forbid- 
ding the  furnishing  of  water  by  railroad  companies  in  passenger  cars. 


No.  712. 

CORRY  HIDE  AND  FUR  COMPANY  vs.  AMERICAN  UNION 

TELEPHONE  COMPANY. 


Complainants,  manufacturers  of  leather  at  Corry,  requested  that  respondent  be 
required  to  file  a  schedule  of  chai-ges  for  messenger  service,  for  non-subscribers, 
and  to  permit  all  charges  for  such  service,  upon  calls  for  complainant,  to  be 
charged   to   the   account   of  and   paid   by   complainant. 
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Respoudent,  in  answei',  stated  that  they  did  not  have  a  messengei'  service  of 
their  own,  but  depended  upon  obtaining  messengers,  when  needed,  from  tlie  Postal 
or  Western  Fnion  Telegraph  Companies;  that  as  other  companies  controlled  the 
rates  charged  for  such  service  they  could  not  undertake  to  file  a  schedule,  as  re- 
quested by  complainant,  but  offered  to  install  telephone  service  for  complainant  at 
regular  rates,    thus  avoiding  necessity  for  messenger  service. 

Thereafter,  c'omplainant  informed  the  Commission  that  respondent  had  entered 
into  negotiations  A\ith  tliem  looking  to  the  establishment  of  the  desired  service. 

As  nothing  further  was  heard  upon  the  subject  the  case  was,  eventually, 
closed . 


No.  713. 

W.  C.  O'NEILL  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  respondent  charged  patrons  residing  at  Bethayres,  fif- 
teen miles  distant  from  Philadelphia,  seventy-three  cents  for  a  round  trip  ticket, 
good  between  that  point  and  Philadelphia,  while  the  charge  for  similar  tickets  be- 
tween Philadelphia  and  Olenside  and  between  Philadelphia  and  Noble  Station. 
points  on  respondent's  line  and  each  twelve  miles  distant  from  Philadelphia,  is  only 
forty-eight  cents,    averring  discrimination  and  requesting  relief. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  averment  contained  in  the  complaint  as  well 
as  the  statements  contained  in  respondent's  answer  and  the  proofs  submitted  at  the 
hearing,   the  Commission  filed  the  following: 

OPINION. 

Inasmuch  its  the  Respondent  Company  for  a  numbe!'  of  years, 
and  up  until  August.  IHIl,  maintained  in  effect  the  same  two-day 
suburban  excursion  ra^tes  between  Philadelphia  and  Bethayres  which 
it  yet  maintains  between  Philadelphia  and  Rydal — less  than  three 
miles  distant  from  IVthnyrps  anfl  a  point  of  no  consideralije  popula- 
tion— on  the  same  division  of  its  line,  the  Commission  is  iinable  to 
discover  any  sufficient  reason  for  deprivinir  Bethayres  of  said  excursion 
rates  while  still  maintaining  them  at  Rydal  and  other  intermediate 
points  from  Philadelphia,  and  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  said  Re- 
spondent Company  should  re-instate  its  two-day  excursion  tickets. 
at  its  uniform  rates  for  such  tickets,  between  Philadelphia  and 
Bethayres,    and   hereby  makes  a   recommendation   to  that  effect. 

Following  the  foregoing  recommendation  and  in  connection  with  other  com- 
plaints filed  protesting  against  the  rate  of  fare  charged  by  respondent,  that  Com- 
pany revised  and  reduced  its  rates  of  fare  between  Philadelphia  and  all  suburban 
points.  The  same  being  satisfactory  to  complainant  and  approved  by  the  Com- 
mission,  this  case  was  closed. 
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RESIDENTS  OF  GERMANTOWN,  et  al.,  vs.  PHILADELPHIA 
AND  READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY  AND  PENNSYL- 
VANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainants  aver  that  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  winch  operates 
a  line  of  railroad  from  Broad  Street  Station  to  Chestnut  Hill,  Philadelphia,  and 
maintained  a  rate  of  twenty-cents  for  single  trip,  and  a  proportionate  rate  for  in- 
termediate points,  for  many  years;  then  the  rate  was  raised  to  twenty-two  cen  s 
for  a  single  trip  and  on  the  first  of  August,  1911,  the  rate  of  fare  was  raised  to 
twenty-seven  cents  for  .,  single  trip;  that  for  a  period  of  ten  years  the  rate  on  the 
Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway,  a  competing  line,  was  materially  lower  than 
on  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  but  on  the  first  day  of  August  1911,  the  two  com- 
panies established  the  same  rates  although  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  hne  is 
twelve  miles  long  while  that  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway  is  but  ten 
and  eight-tenths  miles;  that  these  fares  are  unjust,   excessive  and  unreasonable,  and 

requested  an  investigation.  ^    ■,  ,  a    „^ 

Both  i^spondents  admitted  that  the  increase  in  the  rates  of  fare  had  been  made  as 

stated  in  the  complaint,    but  averred  that  they  were  not  unjust,    unreasonable  or 

excessive,  but  were  necessary  to  cover  the  expense  of  operation.^ 

After  an   exhaustive  investigation   and   hearing,  the   Commission   set  ou.  all  the 

questions  considered  in  the  following: 

OPINION. 

The  basis  of  this  complaint  is  the  charge  made  by  the  respondents 
in  their  Sssenser  fares  on  their  Chestnut  Hill  lines.  There  are  three 
routes  fiomPWladelphia  to  Chestnut  Hill,  one  via  the  Peimsylvania , 
[welvlmTes  in  length,  and  two  via  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading, 
fourteen  and  Ihree-tlnths  and  ten  and  eight-tenths  miles  in  distance 
respecdvety.  Prior  to  August.  1911,  the  latter  Company  operated 
its  Chestnut  Hill  trains  over  the  longer,  oi;  "subway,'  route,  but 
alwavs  based  its  fares  on  its  short  line  mileage.  And  by  reason  of 
?he  compe  ition  of  that  road  the  Pennsylvania  has  constantly 
adjusted  the  fares  to  at  least  measurably  meet  that  competition,    re- 

^^'Sri.w'unS'"of1if'"spondents  diverge  greatly  south  of  North 
Philadefph  a  but  north  of  that  locality,  while  not  running  exactly 
Slel  or  in  very  close  proximity  to  each  other,  they  accommodate 
and  servo  to  a  great  extent  the  same  communities. 

To  Se  a  colrect  understanding  of  the  fares  which  from  time  to 
tinie  have  been  in  effect  on  these  lines  it  will  be  sufficient  to  mention 
on"v  fhose  between  Philadelphia  and  Chestnut  HiU,  because  those  to 
?he  intermediate  stations  have  always  been  maintained  in  an  approxi- 
mate   proportion   to   them. 

STRAIGHT  OR  ONE  WAT  PARE. 


1887, 
Aug.  1. 


Mar.  26. 


1895, 

Apr.  1. 


1898, 
Jan.  1. 


1899, 
June  1. 


1907, 
May  25. 


1907, 
Oct.  1. 


1911, 
Feb.  17. 


P.   R.    Co.,   . 

P.  &  R.  Ry.  Co., 


.2.5 


.?5 


.15 


.12 


.20 


.a> 


.23 
.22 


.27 
.27 


No.   Ii6.        PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  KAILKOAD  COMMISSION. 

iiXCTJRSION   OR  ROUND  TRIP. 


127 


1SS7, 
Aug.  1. 

ISWJ, 
Mar.  2(S. 

18i», 
Apr.  1. 

■  1897, 
Oct.  3. 

Cn 

.40 

P.  R.  R.  Co. 
P.  A:.  R.  Ry. 

AO 

.25 

.20 

VMS,        v.m, 

Jan.  1.      May  25. 


.30 


lull, 
Aug.  1. 


.30 


.44 
.44 


PACKAGE  TICKETS,   PER  TRIP. 


ISSZ. 
Dec.  5. 

P.  R.  R.  Co.,  - 

P.  &  R.  Ry.  Co..  

.20 

1895, 
Apr.   1. 


1888, 
Jan.  9. 


.1?5 


.10 


1903, 
Mar.  1. 


.120 


19W, 
May  25. 


.15- 


1907, 
Oct.  10. 


.125 


1911, 

Aug.  1. 


.198 
.198 


The  complainants  now  allf-uo  tl.at  tlip  above  stated  fares  estalilisliod 
Fphruarv  ITth  and  Ausust  1st.  1011.   are  oxnessive  and  iniroasonable  ; 
and  thev  also  object  to  the  action  of  the  Ueadinc;  in  now  limiting  the 
nsp   of  'its   comnintation   or   fifty-trip   tiekets    fthe   pru-e   of   which    has 
not  been    increased   bv   either   resiiondent)    to   the   purchasers   thereot. 
whereas  prior  to  Ancnst.    1911.    no  restriction  was  placed  upon  their 
US"       It    anpears     however,     that    in    imposum-    this    condition      tiioit 
road  is  onlv  confonnin;;-  to  the  nnifonn  practice  of  all   railroad  com- 
panies issuin?  sirh   low  nriced   tickets,    by  which   the  fare  is  reduced 
to  about  one  cent  per  mile.      In  view  of  the  low  rate  of  fare  the  use 
of  these  tickets  secures,    and  of  what  we  understand  the  ordinary,    it 
not  uniform,    practice  of  other  roads  to  be  in  this  respect,   we  do  not 
feel  justifiei   in  doclariu'.;-  the  said   restriction   to  he  either  unreasonable 
or  unlawful.      It  does  not   clearly  appear  to   us,    however,    that   tins 
restriction    is    really    of   any   substantial    benefit    or   advant_ac:e    to    the 
carrier:  and,    if  it'is  not.   its  aln'ogation  would  be  a  considerable  ac- 
commodation to  its  patrons.  „  ,  ,     ,      ♦!,„  ,.n 
The   coincidence  of  the  dates  of   (he   fare  changes   made  by  the  Re- 
spondents   has    led    the    complainants    to    regard    their    action    as    the 
result    of   a    combination    or    agreement;    hut    the    testimony    discloses 
that   the  fares  were   revised   in   connection   with    the- n^-^dnustment   re- 
nuired  bv  the   Interstate   rommerce  roinniission's  order  to  make  their 
fares  conform   to  the  provisions  of   the   fourth   section   of   tli^' ^'im^^.^.^^l 
Interstate  Tommerce  Act.    this  order  specifyimi  February  l*th,    l.tU 
as  the  date  for  the  readiustment  of  the  straight  or  one-way  fares,   and 
Aueust   1st      1011.    of    the   excursion    and    package    tirket   fares.       iHe 
respondents  do  not  claim  that  a   revision  of  these  iiarticular  fares  was 
neoessarilv   required   by   that  order,    but  only    that   in   consequence   ot 
the  order' they  entered  upon  a  general  revision  of  all  fares,    regarding 
that    as   a    fit  "lime   for   the   ecnsideration    of   the   whole   subject    and    ot 
the  entire  field       This  explains,   then,    the  dates  of  the  changes.   And 
the  agreement  in  the  fares  is  frankly  stated  to  result  from  the  action 
of   the   Pennsvlvania    in    making   its  fares   to   agree  with   those  it   had 
learned   that  its  competitor,    the  shorter  line,    would  then  establish.    _ 
The  fares  in  effect  between  ISO."  and  1007  are  shown  by  the  testi- 
mony to  have  arisen   from   an   effort  by  the  Heading  to  meet  the  com- 
petition of  trolley  lines,    and  by  the  Pennsylvania  to  meet  the  Reading 
competition,    and    in   both    cases   to   have    resulted    in    large  deficits   to 
these  companies  in   the  operation   of  their  said   lines. 

We  come  now  to  the  gist  of  the  case.  Ave  the  ju'csent  fares  px- 
cpssivp  or  unreasonable?  The  cliarge  of  the  Heading  is  two  and  one- 
half  cents  per  mile   for  one-way  fares,    two  ceuts  per  ujilc  for  roimijr 
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trip  fares,  and  ton  per  cent,  less  for  package  tickets,  its  short  line 
being  its  mileage  basis.  The  Pennsylvania,  instead  of  considering 
its  own  greater  mileage,  simply  adopts  the  Reading  fare  to  compet- 
itive points  and  arranges  its  iuterniediatc  fan's  proportionately 
By  this  action  the  Chestnut  Hill  line  patrons  of  that  road  obtain  an 
advantage  in  fai-es  over  all  its  other  suburban  patrons  where  no  such 
competition  exists,  for  its  suburban  fares  are  made  on  the  same  basis 
as  that  of  the  Reading  above  given.  If  this  road  should  take  its 
own  mileage  for  a  basis  and  make  its  fares  as  the  Reading  hs|s  done, 
the  result  would  be  that  its  fares  to  Chestnut  Hill  stations  would  be 
as  follows   from  Philadelphia: 


6.2  "V^'csrmoreJand. 

7.7  Queen  Lane,  - 
8.2  Chelten  Ave.,    . 

8.7  Tulpehocken,    . 

y.2  Upsal,     

0.8  Carpenter,    

1(1.3  Allen  Lane.  -  — 
11.1  St.    Martins,    . 

11.6  Hig-hland,     

12.0  Chestnut    Hill, 


Distance  to 


ft 

• 

>> 

4.9 

^ 

-o 

a 

o 

D 

a 

o 

O 

« 

Pkg.     per 

trip    in- 

stead of 

as  now. 

a 

>, 

'S 

CB 

^ 

•a 

a 

OJ 

3 

a 

o 

O 

M 

.16 

.25 

.20 

.31 

.21 

.SS 

.U2 

.35 

.23 

.37 

.2o 

.40 

.26 

.42 

.28 

.45 

.20 

.47 

.30 

.48 

.115 
.139 
.148 
.157 
.166 
.180 
.189 
.202 
.211 
.216 


.14 

.20 

.17 

.28 

.18 

.28 

.19 

.30 

.20 

.H2 

.21 

.34 

.22 

.36 

.24 

.40 

.26 

.42 

.27 

.44 

em 

03 

M 

P4 


.100 
.117 
.126 
.135 
.144 
.153 
.16^ 
.180 

.19i> 


A   comparison   of   the   present   fares   with    those   to   points  on   other 
I'ennsylvania  lines,    shows — 


ComparccT  with 

a 

o 

0) 

n 

be 
"5 

o 

S 

x 

^ 
f^ 

Pliila. 

Pliila. 

Phila. 

Pliila. 

Balto. 

New   Y 

Balto. 

Pliila. 

Phila. 

Pliila. 

Phila. 

Phila. 

Pliila. 

Balto. 


to   Folcroft,    Maryland  Div.,.. 
to  Maple  Shade— Amboy  Div.,.. 

to   Primes— Central   Div., 

to  Frankford  Jc— N.   Y.  Div., 

to   Sherwood— N.    Central  Div 

ork  to   Newark,- N.   Y.    Div.,.- 

to   Stemmers,— Md.   Div., 

to  Bryn  Mawr — Phila.  Div.,   -- 

to   Riverton,— Amboy   Div., 

to  Bridcsburg- N.   Y.   Div., 

to  Wissinoming— N.   Y.   Div.,-. 

to  Taylor— Amboy  Div.,  

to    Crum    Lynne— Md.    Div.,.. 
to  Stony  Run- Md.   Div., 


7.7 

8.2 

8.2 

8.7 

8.2 

8.7 

8.7 

10.3 

9.2 

10.3 

11.1 

11.1 

11.1 

11.1 


Queen    Lane   fares,    . 
Chelten    Ave.    fares, 
Chelten    Ave.    fares, 
Chelten    Ave.    fares, 
Tulpehocken    fares, 
Tulpehocken    fares,    - 
'l\ilpehocken   fares,    - 

Upsal  fares,   

Allen  Lane  fares,  ... 
Allen  Lane  fares,  ... 
St.  Martins  fares,  ... 
St.  Martins  fares,  ... 
St.  Martins  fares,  . 
St.   Martins  fares,   .. 


.20 

.31 

.21 

.33 

.21 

.33 

.23 

.37 

.20 

.30 

.17 

.30 

.22 

.40 

.23 

.35 

.24 

.40 

.26 

.41 

.26 

.43 

.28 

.45 

.31 

.61 

.28 

.40 

.140 
.149 
.149 
.162 
.135 


.167 
.ISO 
.185 
.194 
.203 


.1<)8 


The  fares  to  the  New  York  Division  points  above  named  are 
affected    by    competition. 

We  see  from  the  foregoing  that  the  rates  in  question  are  not 
excessive  or  unreasonable  in  comparison  with  those  in  effect  to  other 
suburban  points  equally  distant  from  Pliiladelpliia  and  other  large 
^enters,    but    that,    on    the   contrary   they   are   generally   appreciably 
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1  \    .  fhoTT     thpn   pxressive  bv  reason  of  the  retaro  tliis  service 

conducted  by  both  roads  at  a  very  fonsiderab  e  loss  J^^^^Vremmie.^ 
contended  that  a  common  carrier  is  "f./^.^Hi  .harjrbe  exces^ve  or 
QtJvo  nhiro-P  for  everv  service  rendered  if  such  Uiaige  oe  cxcchsivv.    j>. 

fnmled'lof  tS'net  i-eum,  not  less  tlian  the  legal  rate  ol  interes  , 
by  no  means  make  up  that  deiicit.     -"^nu  m  mc  ^ 

SI  ?.S"s,.?sX7..;a.  .p„:i"a?f's!;;tfi'^rs;i^  'v-'-fHs 

lue  s.ctme  <-uuiL  ^L  ,  .  .ff,  nqa'jpnoer  business  involves  a  laige  loss 
?„'M;:;'Spfn.,;ir"lfr%o^Tea°f  ,  Tl,e,.e  has  .een  oo  evidence 
introduced  in  this  case  to  controvert  these  findings.    „1°,. ';'of  ^f /"^ 

g£-  -n  tr t?  ^So^ ^V-  s?e,  ^Sor  tg  1^ 
S?oJ^<^^n1Si;';;^cSdlS.'^1o^?he^S??iSisll;^e;'^siJ^^^ 
the    reslnde^^^^^  "hither    case    are    the    net .  receipts    of 

dt^ier  i?S  ondent  up  to  the  standard  the  court  has  deteiunmed 

Nor   has    either    respondent    exceeded    its    autho.ity    m    fixing  ^hcst 
fares-    for   the   Pennsylvania's   limitation   in    the   Act   of   ApiU   loUi 
1S46     is  that  "no  charge  shall  be  made  to  exceed  three  cents  pe    m.  e 
Jor  through  passengers r  and  three  and  one-half  cents  per  ml^.  ten  >^. 
loi  uuuuf,!.  L  »        inwpv   court   found   in   Thiladelphia   .x    Lie.uling 

]rX5"  omp^ny  vs^   PMlLlelS  Supra       that  ';th«  Com- 

Kailway      ompany   X    .  .^  ^  i^  ^^  ^  ^^^^^^^^.  ^j^^  provisions  of  its 

SrTohiafch  rte/ of  1,8^3  «;  under  the  general  railroad  Act  of  l84D     to 
?Ke  a  rate  of  at  least  two  and  one-half  cents  for  each  passenger  pei 


mile." 


Whpn    rates    of   fare   are    raised    above    those    in    effect    for    a    long 
nre^icus   Sr^od      some   public   opposition   and   dissatisfaction    are   gen- 

^hf.nlrl  hp  -idvised  of  the  reasons  for  it.  it  this  inroimdiiou  la 
f^  r  Si'ed  Tand  nreferably,  in  advance  of  any  action)  and  a  reason- 
ab  rsuffic  en  treascm  for  Ihe  action  is  shown,  the  public  will  be  better 
Ible  to  judge  the  movement  rationally  and  correctly  and  can  then  be 

^■■¥;;rm^;e";i!^inrof^rSrS'f;rS">rnrin  and.of  itself  determ- 
^SaS!.^^^fTT^lSr^^a^i^l^^   tl^,  -Sri^^erfi^ 

mTioV  cSged' to  lowei  any  of  its  rates  below  two  and  one-half  cents 
n  mie     a.  1  it\vas  at  liberty  at  any  time  to  impose  the  highest    awfu 
?-UP  m'.on  i  s  pas"pn"ers  on  eithev  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  its  lines 

^'n'm^^rema^'oi^W  tf^P-k  of  the  allegation  that  said  fa r,^  are 
oxcessi'riv  reSn  ni-  the  chnra.-tpr  of  the  '''l''M..n<;n.  used  and  si- 
r,.\ubM\«     "y    •  i',.,nis;vivaiii;i  «>ii     !s  (lies  iiui    lliU  Imc     Sm"''  tes- 

of  The  testimony  is  to  the  eifect  that  this  equipment  is  equal  at  least  to 

9_2G— 1913. 
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that  of  all  the  otlior  I'cnusyhania  .sulnn'l);)ii  trains,  and  is  beiug  ini- 
provec]  as  fast  as  uew  steel  cars  arc  acMiuirt'd,  and  tliat  tlio  service  is 
also  qnile  as  yood  as  the  rest  in  an<l  uul  of  liroad  Street  Station,  be- 
tween which  point  and  West  I'liiladeliihia  tlie  congestion  occurs 
which  causes  the  delays.  It  was  by  reason  of  this  coiiucstion  on  this 
terminal  i;i'ound  that  some  thirty-cue  trains  wene  withdrawn  in  Jan- 
uary, 1911,  six  of  which  only  were  Chestnut  Hill  trains.  This  dif- 
ficulty the  Company  has  been  endeavoring  to  remo\e  by  improvements 
in  the  section  afl'ected  which  are  in  course  of  completion.  Altogetlier  it 
appears  that  the  grounds  for  such  com|)laints  are  lieing  removed  and 
the  service  generally  improved  as  rapidly  as  the  Company  is  able 
(o  do  it.  Indeed  it  is  largely,  if  not  entirely,  the  \'olume  of  the 
suburban  travel  wliich  occasions  tlie  delay  to  which  all  the  travel  to 
and  from  the  terminal  is  at  times  subjected.  Of  coui<se  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Company  to  remedy  this  trouble  as  it  is  proceeding  to  do; 
but  such  temporary  and  occasional  difficulties  in  transportation  caa 
hardly  justify  a  demand  for  a  ivduction  of  fares,  particularly  when 
the  condition  results  from  neither  negligence  nor  willfulness,  aud 
efforts   to   imjjrove   it  are   being  made. 

We  find,  therefore,  no  sufficient  ground  upon  which,  a  r'ecom- 
mendation  for  a  reduction  in  the  fares  specified  can  be  made ;  and 
the  complaint   must  be  dismissed. 


No.  715. 

ELIZABETHVILLE    BUSINESS    MEN'S    PROTECTIVE    AS- 
ASSOCIATION  vs.  ADAMS   EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Comphnnauts  averred  that  respondent  discriminated  against  them  because  it 
maintained  a  free  delivery  at  other  places  and  refused  delivery  to  the  inhabitants  of 
Elizabethville,  although,  as  they  firmly  believe  Elizabethville  produced  as  much 
traffic  as  some  other  places  which  have  free  delivery. 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  due  consideration  of  the  facts  averred  in 
the  complaint  and  ausw'cr  thereto,  a,s  well  as  to  the  proofs  submitted  at  the  hearing, 
the  complainants  were  advised  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commission,  existing 
conditions  at  Elizabethville  did  not  warrant  a  recommendation  requiring  free  de- 
livery, therefore,  the  complaint  was  dismissed  with  the  #uggestion.  however,  that 
when  business  at  that  place  improved,    the  application  might  be  renewed. 


No.  719. 

LANCASTER  ELECTRIC  LIGHT,  HEAT  AND  POWER 
COMPANY  vs.  BELL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY  OF  PENN- 
SYLVANIA. 


Complainant,  a  corporation,  is  engaged  in  supplying  light,  heat  and  power  by 
electricity  to  people,  firms  and  corporations  in  the  City  of  Lancaster  and  territory 
adjacent  thereto.  For  the  purpose  of  this  business  electricity  is  generated  by  water 
power  at  three  separate  plants  located  on  the  Conestoga  Creek,  in  said  county, 
distant  from  .said  city,  respectively,  al)out  thi'i'c  and  one-half  miles,  six  and  one- 
half  miles  and  nine  miles. 

Com|)lainnnt  averred  that  the  nature  of  their  business  is  such  that  telephone  con- 
nection from  each  of  said  plants  with  the  City  of  Lancaster,   l)y  direct  aud  exclusive 
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wire,  is  imperatively  necessary;  that  under  a  contract  with  the  respondent  re- 
newed from  year  to  year,  such  service  had  been  had  for  a  number  of  years;  that  the 
contract  under  which  this  service  was  had  was  about  to  expire ;  tljat  the  re- 
spondent refused  to  renew  such  contract,  and  in  lieu  thereot  tendered  the  alter- 
native of  accepting  a  party  line  contract  at  practically  the  former  rate  or  an 
exclusive  line  contract  at  about  double  the  former  rate,  accompanied  with  notice 
that  unless  a  contract  was  executed  by  the  date  of  expiration  of  the  contract  then 
in  force  the  service  would  be  discontinued;  that  the  party-line  contract  tendered 
was  wholly  inadequate  for  the  needs  of  complainant  and  the  terms  of  the  exclusive 
line  contract  were  unjust,  unreasonable  and  discriminatory,  and  requested  an  in- 
vestigation bv  and  relief  through  the  Commission. 

The  answer  of  the  respondent  substantially  admitted  the  correctness  of  the  fore- 
..oin-  statement  of  facts,  but  averred  that  the  tender  of  a  party^line  contract  had 
been  withdrawn  and  that  the  terms  of  the  exclusive  line  contract  were  fair,  just  and 
reasonable,  being  the  standard  rates  of  the  respomlent  and  the  same  as  those  paid 
for  a  similar  service  by  all  of  its  patrons. 

\fter  the  Commission  had  fixed  a  date  for  a  hearing  the  complaint  was  with- 
drawn ;  complainant  an.l  respondent  having  adjusted  to  their  satisfaction  the  ques- 
tion at  issue. 


No.  723. 

LEBANON  COUNTY  RETAIL  COAL  DEALERS'  ASSOCIA- 
TION vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

Complainants,  who  are  retail  .  oal  dealers  with  yards  in  the  northern  side  of  the 
City  of  Lebanon,  with  access  only  to  the  line  of  the  respondent  and  its  affiliated 
companies,  averred  that  a  charge  of  fifty  cents  per  ton,  made  by  the  respondent,  for 
(hdivering  sliipmeiits  of  coal  convey.'d  to  Lebanon  over  the  line  of  the  rennsylvania 
Railroad  Company  was  discriminatory,  and  requested  the  Commission  to  secure  for 
them  the  raites  enjoyed  by  retail  dealers  located  in  the  southern  side  of  said  city. 

After  a  full  investigation  of  all  the  facts,  the  complainants  were  informed  that 
the  dealers  lo.ated  in  the  southern  side  of  that  City  have  access  to  the  line  of 
))oth  railroad  companies  and  do  not  have  delivery  made  by  a  company  in  competi- 
tion with  the  one  which  had  lb.-  line  haul;  that  those  located  in  the  northern  side 
of  that  city,  if  they  wish  coal,  which  originates  on  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  can 
only  obtain  it  through  delivery  by  a  company  which  had  none  of  the  line  haul  but 
simply  makes  a  transfer  for  delivery  purposes  ;  that  to  ask  the  respondent  to  admit 
its  competitor  to  the  use  of  its  terminals  on  equal  terms  with  itself  would  be  in- 
equitable. 


No.  724. 

HERMAN  C.  H.  WEIDNER,  et  al.,  vs.  PITTSBURGH  AND 
BUTLER  STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated   that  respondent  charges  patrons  seventy  cents  for  transport- 
ing them  from  Etna  to  Renfrew,  a  distance  of  twenty-seven  miles,  while  the  charge 
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for  same  service,  over  same  line,  to  Butler,  six  miles  further,  is  ouly  seventy 
cents ;  inasmuch  as  respondent  charges  patrons  fifteen  cents  for  tiausporting  them 
between  Renfrew  and  Buth'r,  the  seventy  cent  fare  comphiined  ahout  was  averred 
to  be  excessive,    uureasunalilc  auil  discriuHnatory. 

After  much  correspondence  the  I'ate  of  fare,  per  passenger,  between •  Renfrew 
and  Etna  was  reduced,  by  respondent,  to  sixty- live  cents,  and  complainant. was  ad- 
vised of  tile  reduction  and  the  case  was     closed. 


No.  727. 

JOHN  B.  LAIRD  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


Complainant  protested  against  aii  incn^ase  of  fares  by  respondent  between  the 
Reading  Terminal,    J'hiladelphia,   and  suburban  [luiuts. 

Respondent  admitted  having  made  a  slight  increase  in  the  rntes  of  fare  charged, 
but  justified  that  act  by  stating  that  the  rates  theretofore  collected  had  not  been 
remunerative. 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  hearing,  the  Commission,  in  connection  with 
other  cases  of  similar  import,   filed  the  following: 

OPINION. 

These  cases  are  practically  but  one,  the  two  points  named  being 
stations  on  the  same  line  in  proximity  to  each  other,  and  since  the 
said  readjustment  by  the  respondent  of  its  passenger  schedules  on  that 
branch  involves  substantially  the  same  facts  of  practically  the  same 
character  as  those  in  the  case  of  Thomas  H.  Carmichael,  et  al.  , 
vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  and  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway 
companies,  heretofore  decided,  relating  only  to  the  raise  in  fares  be- 
tween the  points  in  question  and  Philadelphia,  made  in  February 
and  August,  1911,  which  increase  was  made  in  the  same  manner 
and  for  the  same  reason  and  at  the  same  time  aslhe  Chestnut  Hill 
Line  rates,  and  was  controlled  by  the  shorter  mildfge  distance  of  the 
Peunsylvauia  Railroad  Company,  the  respondent's  competitor  in  the 
section  in  question,  which  resulted  in  them  being  slightly  lower 
than  if  they  had  been  based  exclusively  upon  the  respondent's  own 
mileage.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  said  case  of  Thomas  II.  Car- 
michael, et  al.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  and  ■Philadelphia  &  Read- 
ing Railway  companies,    these  complaints  must  also   be  dismissed. 


No.  730. 

WILLIAM  T.  KNIGHT  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRAN- 
SIT COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  cars  used  on  the  Germantown  Division  of  the  re- 
spondent's system  during  morning  and  evening  hours  were  very  cold  and  uncom- 
fortable. 

The  complainant  was  informed  that  the  Commission  had  just  concluded  a  thorough 
investigation  into  the  street  car  service  in  the  City  of  Philadelphia  and  had  no 
doubt  that  the  cause  of  his  complaint  would  be  remedied  at  an  early  date,  especially 
in  view  of  the  reorganization  and  readjustment  which  had  recently  taken  place  with 
the  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company. 


NO.  28.        PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION. 

No.  734. 

RTCKFORD  FIRE  BRICK  COMPANY  vs.  NEW  YORK  CEN- 
TRAL AND  HUDSON  RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

Co.p.ai„a„..    eo.a.ea    in    ^-'"«^  % ''""Hl'^ltulT  Rror,:"/.:' 

.      T       ^f  fho  Ppnnsvlvania  Railroad  and  tne  isuudiu, 
located  on  the  line  of  the  Fennsyivama  ^^^^  ^^^^^ 

;>- ::rr «rtr  ■:  r::  ^  r;.='eM .... . . ...  a. 

discrimtaatory.  oomplainant  »«e  true,  but  avei-red 

Respondent  admitted  tliat  the  faa=,  stated  oy         1  diseiinimatoi-y, 

t„at  .he  ouoted  rate  of  thirty  «-^^ ^^'^  "^^JZIuLtooiZ  .nanufactnrers, 
heeanse  the  iesser  •--j^.'j^r^-^.rpe  ^e^:^  L  only  iasU.ed  hy  the 
was  not  by  Itself  p.ohtnble  Joi    he  ^""'=»  '  letumed  to  the   Respondent 

fact  that  the  mannfactnrers  who  »J'^   *;\' J  "J^^j.^.^ed  from  the  clay, 

Counsel,   the  Commission  advisod  thorn  as  follows: 

This   complaint   aHe^es    disci^nlnatu.   by    the    v^ 
it    charges    Ihc    coiui.lainai       thiitj     c  lUb    l''^^  ^     gf^een  cents 

fire  clay  from  Faimc^oC,ear^^W;vln^^^  ^  ^^^. 

Sfitro^StUl  S-r,   ^o;:  exactly  the  same  s^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^^^    ^^ 

^  The   answer   of   the   respondent   ^f  ™'/.f„/;|^^,.aeT^^^^^^^     Company  on 
justify  the  rate  to  the  Harbison  &  ^^  a  ker^Ketiac  ^^^  ^^.^^^_ 

?ortftS'o/Y;s%Sd^^from^li^^^^^^^  asserts  that  the  rate  on 

rate  complained  of  is  the  respondents  shaeot^^^^^^^^^^^^^  Company  be- 

r'.S"thi°,"1.,!:;rr!:;e  K-  r;,l  "ra'„X,\^™  ClearfieU,  and   Cnr- 

"',fS\ppears  that  the  r,s,»„d,.„t.nah.™a^ 

cents  per  ton  on  fire  clay  from  Faunce  to  J,  J"  Zd  enjoys,  and  also 

Sn^^ns":;Si;'5:'»a'S^R^i«n^ 

i-dl7e.Ts%S.r.^«=^H-Ton^--  '0  "^; 

no  discriminaition  inasmuch  as  one  ot  tne  au        u  ^^.^^^   ^^p^^^^,^ 

rate  to  Clearfield  and  *he  .oth.n  is  a  loint  tare  ^  '^^^  ^^j  ^j^^ 
Clearfield  and  that  the  division  of  the  ^at^^^^,  JJ  ^5,  ^^,  „ade  against 
participating  carriers;  and  a  so  that  the ^^^^  interested  in  that  rate  is 
the   joint   rate,    and    that   the    otiierro  ^^^.^^^   ^^^^^^ 

not  a  party  to  Ihis   l^^^^f^'Pf^-.i^     Jut  the  conclusion  that  discnmin- 

tions  are  based  cannot  be  gamsaM  -  ^mt  ^^'^  instance    the    re- 

ation    is    not    practiced,     simply    ''ecauhe  is  not  correct 

^pomlent's  compensation   is  ^--a -1    n^  a  omt   rat^e^_^^^  ^  ^^^^^^^ 

and  the  ground  it  giv^s  fo    t  ^.^  rate  a  co^  ^^^.^    ^^^^^^    ^^^r    a 

Refractories    Company    ^onst  tute^s    ncm  e  ^^^^  ^,^^^_ 

-es^iSfof  L"d^p'o"^rtr<&r^^^^^^^^^^^ 

i;'r1i"Si>Se?t";rSrmiLTnr',neXr™'a  joint  rate  where  a,I 
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the  participants  in  that  rate  are  iiut  before  it,  even  although  the 
uou-appeanns  participant  is  ai)parentiy  nniutercsted,  for  appearances 
are  soiuetinie  deceptive.  And  in  this  cas(>  it  seems  to  l)e  both  possible 
and  proper  to  reach  tlie  merits  without  any  amenchnent. 

There  does  not  api)ear  to  be  any  reason  wliy  the  comphiinants 
cannot  have  their  hre  clay  shipped  from  Faunce  to  the  Pennsylvania 
liauroad  at  Clearfield,  subject  to  complainants'  order  there  and  thus 
w  iJ"  t'\%«ft'^i'»  ^-^'iit  i-ate  to  that  point  which  the  Harbison  & 
>\a  ker  Ketractories  (  ompany  now  receives,  for  the  same  rate  ac- 
corded that  rompany  must  be  extended  to  all  other  shippers  and  cou- 
oP'-'l?", ,  ''.  l'*'"'''^.v'\ania  Railroad  rate  on  this  product  from 
Lleiiitield  to  (  urwensMlle  being-  fifteen  cents  per  ton,  this  course  will 
enable  the  complainants,  by  simply  directing  that  road  to  forward 
such  deliveries  to  t'urwensville,  to  obtain  a  through  rate  of  thirty 
cents  per  ton,  at  the  rates  now  in  efl.vt,  and  to  avoid  the  discrimin- 
ation of  which  It  complains. 

Jf  it  api)eared  to  be  necessary,  we  would  i)erii)it  tlie  pleadini-s  to 
be  amended  and  have  the  I'ennsylvania  Ifailioad  Company  brou<>ht  in 
as  a  party,  and  then  proceed  to  determine  the  ioint  rate-  but  the 
foregoing  method  seems  to  us  to  reach  the  desired  end  and  without  ' 
anj-  further  procedure.  We  will,  therefore,  simply  make  the  fol- 
lowing 

RECOMMENDATION . 

It  is  hereby  recommended  that  the  Respondent  shall  hereafter 
charge  all  shippers  and  consignees  the  same  rate  on  fire  clav 
from  lannce  to  Clearfield  that  it  charges  any  shipper  or  consignee 
for  the  same  service,  without  any  difference  or  discrimination 
whatsoever. 

T'pon  receipt  of  the  foiegoing  recommendation  the  respondent  informed  the  Com- 
mission that  they  had  adjusted  their  rates  in  accordance  therewith  and  had 
made  them  operative  from  October  15th,  1911,  the  date  of  filing  of  the  com- 
plaint. 


No.  736. 

WILLIAM  N.  REYNOLDS,  JR.  vs.  LEHIGH  VALLEY  RAIL- 

ROAD  COMPANY. 


This  complaint  was  made  be.aus,.  train  No.  122  on  the  line  nf  Ihe  respondent, 
which  operates  between  .Say re,  via  the  Ijoiough  of  Tunkhaunock,  to  Wilkes-BaiTe', 
did  not  reach  its  destination— the  City  of  Wilkes-Barre— sufficiently  early  in  the 
inorning  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  respondent's  patrons. 

After  hearing,  and  some  negotiations,  the  respondent  arranged  a  schedule  satis- 
factory to  the  complainant  and  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  737. 

ELIZABETHVILLE    CREAMERY    COMPANY    vs.    ADAMS 

EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  engaged  in  business  at  Elizabethville,  Dauphin  County,  stated 
that  respondenfs  regular  rate  on  ordinary  merchandise  from  Elizabethville  to 
Philadelphia  was  one  dollar  a,nd  fifteen  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  and  that  the 
special  rate  on   pioduce  beiween  same  points  was  eighty  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 
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while  the  regular  rate  from  Lykens  to  Thiladelphia,  a  longer  haul  is  sexenty-five 
Ten!  per  hundred  pounds  and  the  special  rate  is  sixty  cents  per  ^-^-^J--^- 
This   condition   complainant  averred   was   discriminatory   and   afiotded   dealers     at 

Lvkens  an  unfair  advantage.  „        -,   ^  t^  ^  i^„, 

Respondent  stated  that  the  L,-tens-Plnlade.„Ma  vate.    re  etted  «.''-';  ^ 

u         o„  „(•  timt  nnini-  thev  wcre  in  competition  witn  tne 
hnt  wa«;  made  necessary  because  at  tliat  pomr  iney   wcic  x  „      ,    ,, 

L^it  d  srates  Express  Company,  .hich  was  a  shorter  haul,  and  fixed  he  rates 
which  respondent  is  obliged  to  meet  to  get  Philadelphia  business;  that  the  difference 
in  rate  induced  some  dealers,  located  at  Elizabethville,  to  ^-^  -^-^^^l^^^;^' 
tended  for , Philadelphia  to  Lykens,  but  seven  miles  distant,  and  make  shipment 
from  that  point  bv  the  United  States  Express  Company. 

Thetf  re  inasmuch  as  this  condition  makes  Elizabethville  a  competitive  point 
also  respondent  offered  to  make  the  regular  rate  ninety  cents  per  hundred  pounds 
and  the  special  rate  seventy-five  cents  per  hundred  pounds  from  Elizabethville  to 

''' Ttis'con^ession  was  satisfactory  to  the  complainant  and  being  approved  by  the 
Commission,   closed  the  case. 


No.  739. 


W.  F.  GRAHAM  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Rochester,  averred  that  a  rate  of  fifty  cents  charged 
him  bv  the  respondent,  for  conveying  a  box,  weighing  fifty-two  pounds,  from 
Pittsburgh  to  Rochester  was  excessive,  because  the  respondent's  rate  for  conveying 
one  hundred  pounds  between  the  same  points  is  only  fifty  cents. 

Respondent  admitted  that  the  rate  for  carrying  one  hundred  pounds  from  Pitts- 
burgh to  Rochester  is  fifty  cents,  but  averred  the  regular  rate  on  fifty  pounds  be- 
tween same  points  under  their  classification,  is  fifty  cents  and  that  such  charge 
is  not  unreasonable,  considering  that  it  covers  pick-up  and  delivery  ;  that  on  a  like 
package  shipped  by  freight  the  rate  would  be  twenty-five  cents  -^^  the  charge  fo 
drayage  would  be  twenty-five  cents  at  each  tcrmmus,   making  a  total  cost  of  not 

less  than  seventy-five  cents.  .   ,         j,  4.i,„* 

Copy  of  answer  was  sent  to  complainant  for  comment,  and  he  was  infonned  that, 

if  he  still  thought  the  charge  excessive,   a  hearing  would  be  arranged. 
No  answer  hmving  been  received,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  742. 

FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  GRATZ  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  cbargod  tbnt  tbe  rates  on  gold  and  silver  coin,  collected  by  re- 
spondent, on  shipments  from  Elizabethville  to  Philadelphia,  were  excessive  be- 
cause the  rates  charged  by  respondent  from  Lykens  to  Philadelphia,   a  longer  haul, 


were  less. 
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Respondent  stated  that  at  Lykens  they  were  in  comijetition  with  the  United  States 
Express  Company,  which  has  a  shorter  haul,  and  were  ol)liged  to  adopt  the  rate  of 
that  company  to  secure  any  Phihidelphia  business  at  that  point.  That  the  rate 
charged  on  gold  coin  from  Elizabethville  to  Philadelphia  was  fair,  but  offered  to 
reduce  the  rate  on  silver  coin  betAveen  said  points  from  $1.2.j  per  one  thousand 
dollars  to  90  cents  per  one  thousand  dollars,  which  was  satisfactory  to  com- 
plainant,  and  being  approved  by  the  Commission,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  743. 

A.  BRADY,  et  al.,  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  WEST  CHES- 
TER TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complainants  averred  that  the  roadbed  of  respondent,  located  on  Gay  Street,  be- 
tween Matlack  Street  on  the  west  and  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  bridge  on  the  east 
in  the  borough  of  West  Chester,*  was  defective,  and  that  the  cars  in  use  were  very 
heavy,  which  resulted  in  damage  to  the  property  located  along  that  street,  occa- 
sioned by  great  and  unnecessary  jarring. 

Respondent  denied  the  allegations  contained  in  the  petition  and  averred  that  the 
Commission  did  not  have  jurisdiction  over  the  matters  named  in  the  complaint. 

Following  correspondence  and  an  inspection,  the  case  was  closed  for  want  of 
further  attention  on  the  part  of  complainants. 


No.  744. 

J.  M.   BOYER,  et  al.,  vs.  EASTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
WAYS COMPANY. 


Complainants,  patrons  of  respondent,  which  operates  a  passenger  railway  in 
the  counties  of  Schuylkill  and  Carbon,  aver  that  respondent  does  not  operate  a  suf- 
ficient number  of  cars  for  the  exclusive  accommodation  of  miners,  and  that  the  cars 
operated  solely  for  miners  are  not  sufficient  in  number  nor  are  they  run  at  regular 
or  proper  intertals  for  the  accommodation  of  the  miners,  and,  by  this  course,  force 
miners  to  use  cars  intended  for  the  general  public ;  that  owing  to  the  character  of 
their  employment  the  miners'  clothing  are  filthy  and  their  presence  in  cars,  in- 
tended for  the  general  public,  make  such  cars  unfit  for  general  use,  and  re- 
quested the  Commission  to  issue  an  order  requiring  respondent  to  prohibit  the  use  of 
cars  intended  for  the  general  public,  to  miners  when  dressed  in  their  working 
clothing  and,  further  to  requiiT  respondent  lo  furnish  a  sufficient  number  of  min- 
ers' cars  to  accommodate  them  and  operate  the  same  at  convenient  intervals. 

Respondent,  in  reply,  stated  that  they  did  run  car.s-  for  miners  at  their  regular 
hours  for  going  to  and  returning  from  work  and  that  almost  all  miners  are  trans- 
ported on  these  cars;  that  there  are  frequently  two  or  three  miners  who  are  belated, 
by  some  cause  or  other,  who  use  the  regular  service;  that,  under  the  law,  re- 
spondent has  no  power  to  refuse  to  transport  them  ;  that  a  better  remedy  would  be 
the  passage  of  aiu   Act  of  Assembly  which   would  require  all  employers  of  labor  lo 
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provide  proper  places  for  their  employees  to  clean  up,    and  then  require  workmen 
to  properly  cleanse  themselves  and  their  clothes  before  seeking  accommodation  in  a 

public  conveyance. 

In  reply  to  a  query,  respondent  stated  that  a  number  of  their  cars  in  use  are 
provided  with  smoking  compartments  and  that,  in  such  cars,  miners  were  required 
to  occupy  the  smoking  compartment. 

After  a  careful  investigation,  complainant  was  informed  that  there  did  not  seem 
to  be  any  practicable  way,  in  the  absence  of  legislation  upon  the  subject,  to  secure 
the  segregation  of  miners  and  other  workmen  from  other  passengers  on  the  cars  of 
the  respondent,  except  when  cars  are  supplied  with  smoking  compartments,  and 
suggested  the  advisability  of  importuning  industries  employing  such  workmen  to 
provide  proper  facilities,  so  as  to  enable  working  men  to  clean  up  before  starting  for 
their  homes. 


No.  745. 

WILT   RIPPEY  vs.  BALTIMORE  AND   OHIO   RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  stated  that  a  bridge  over  Pine  Creek,  on  the  lino  of  Grand  Avenue, 
in  Allison  Park,  Allegheny  County,  erected  jointly  by  citizens  of  the  com- 
munity and  the  respondent  company,  as  a  safe  and  convenient  moans  of  reaching 
the  station  of  the  respondent,  had  been  destroyed  by  a  flood  ;  that  the  respondent 
refused  to  replace  the  same,   and  requested  action  thereon  by  the  Commission. 

After  investigation  tlie  complainant  was  informed  that,  inasmuch  as  the  bridge 
destroyed  had  not  boen  the  sole  property  of  the  railroad  company,  it  could  not  be 
required  to  bear  the  entire  expense  of  replacement. 


No.  746. 

THE  PHILADELPHIA  RECORD  vs.  BANGOR  AND  PORT- 
LAND TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  publisher  of  a  newspaper  in  the  City  of  Philadelphia,  averred  that 
the  respondent  discriminated  in  the  rates  charged  Philadelphia  publishers  of  news- 
papers for  transporting  the  same  from  Philadelphia  to  East  Bangor. 

Respondent  denied  the  averment. 

Aftter  eonespondence  with  both  parties,   the  complaint  was  withdrawn. 


No.  747. 

M.   SHIRES   vs.  BELL  TELEPHONE  COMPANY   OF  PENN- 
SYLVANIA. 


Complainant,    a   rosident  of  Scranton,    averred   that  respondent  discriminated   in 
rates  and  that  the  service  he  had  under  a  limited  contract  was  very  unsatisfactory. 
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Respondent  admitted  that  the  service  under  the  limited  contract  which  had  been 
in  use  had  proven  unsatisfactory,  and  stated  that  this  form  of  contract  had  been 
aI)andoned  for  that  reason ;  that  the  abandonment  of  this  form  of  contract  was  the 
basis  of  the  grievance  of  complainant. 

After  careful  investigation,  the  complainant  was  informed  by  the  Commission 
that  evidence  of  discrimination  had  not  been  found  to  exist ;  that  the  Commission 
did  not  have  authority  to  recommend  the  installation,  in  the  first  instance,  of 
telephones  at  new  rates,  but  if  the  rates  charged  were  deemed  excessive,  a  com- 
plaint on  that  charge  would  be  considered.  No  response  having  been  received,  the 
case  was  closed. 


No.  749. 
J.  H.  MATTERNAS  vs.  ADAMS  EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


Complainant,  engaged  in  business  at  Millersburg,  Dauphin  County,  averred  that 
respondent  discriminated  in  the  rates  charged,  because  the  rate  from  Millersburg 
to  Philadelphia  is  ninety  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds,  while  the  rate  from  Lykens. 
a  longer  haul  and  in  the  same  direction,  is  but  seventy-five  cents  per  one  hundred 
pounds . 

Respondent  averred  that  a  rate  of  ninety  cents  for  conveying  one  hundred  pounds 
a  distance  of  one  hundred  and  thirty-one  miles  was  not  unreasonable ;  that  the  lower 
rate  for  shipments  made  at  Lykens  was  made  necessary  by  the  fact  that  at  that 
point  they  M'ere  in  competition  with  the  United  States  Express  Company,  which 
has  a  shorter  haul,  the  rate  of  which  respondent  must  meet  to  obtain  Philadelphia 
business  at  that  point. 

Following  negotiation  and  a  conference,  respondent  informed  the  Commission  that 
the  Lykens  rate  had  been  made  effec'tive  at  Millersburg,  on  all  intrastate  traffic, 
beginning  July  21,  1912.  ^ 

As  this  satisfied  the  compiainamt,   the  case  was  closed. 


No.  750. 

RESIDENTS    OF   CATAWISSA   vs.    PHILADELPHIA   AND 
READING  RAILWAY   COMPANY. 


Complainants,  residents  of  Catawissa,  Bloomsburg  and  Danville,  patrons  of  the 
Catawissa  Division  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway,  averred  that  the 
then  existing  train  schedule  was  less  convenient  than  one  formerly  in  use  and  re- 
quested that  a  change  to  the  former  schedule  be  made. 

Respondent  answered  that  the  train  schedule  then  in  operation  better  served  a 
greater  number  of  people  and  the  traveling  public  generally  than  the  schedule 
complainants  desired  to  have  restored. 

At  the  hearing  held  by  the  Commission  the  complaint  was  withdrawn  for  the 
purpose,  as  was  stated,  of  filing  a  new  and  more  comprehensive  complaint. 
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No.  752. 

TREENSBURG   BUSINESS   MEN'S   ASSOCIATION   vs.   CEN- 
TrA^  DifTRicT    AND    PRINTING    TELEGRAPH    COM- 
PANY.   

Complainant  averred  that  respondent  discriminated  in  rates  charged  patrons  for 

VeZJ:Tt  answer,   stated  that  on  June  10,   1900,   they  revised  their  ..tes 
for  Zty  telephone  ser;ice,   at  Greensbnrg,   bringing  them  up  to  the  s^ndaxd 
hv7rsUo.htly  hioher  than  the  rates  charged  prior  to  that  date;  since  that  date 

T      M,      at  ,u«   oVwas  being  considered  by  the  Commission  in  connection 

"*;>  oompiaint  '::  ti.at  sui.eet  u.a.e  b,  pat.ons  a.  Jeaooet.e.  ti,e  .iete.- t.on 

of  which  wonhl  likely  adjust  that  portion  of  this  comi.la.nt. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  mailed  eomWainant  for  comment,   and  a  date  named 

'°  As  co'pMnant  made  no  comment,  did  no,  attend  the  hearing  and  tool,  no  further 
actions  in  the  matter,   the  case  was  closed. 

No.  753. 


RAMSEY  COAL  COMPANY  vs.  LIGONIER  VALLEY  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


complainant  averred  that  they  were  unahle  to  secure  the  ^^^^^^^^^^^ 
a  switch  connecting  with  respondent's  railroad,   so  as  to  enable  them  to  tiansport 

,      r,         ■     ■        «i,..f   fl.e   rpsDondent  had  granted   their   request,    thus   teiminatin» 
the  Commission   tliat   tiie   lespouueut  u.iu  » 

the  case. 

No.  754. 


ENOCH   H.  HARTLINE  vs.   OLEY  VALLEY   RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 


This  complaint  arose  f.m  the  fa.t  that  complainant's  ^«  J^-^  ^  «^*  ^  ^^ 
H.e  respondent's  railway  started  in  one  fare  --•  ^'^^^^^^^d  wa  1  Ih  n  thnt 
exacting  the  double  fare,    while  the  ^-^--^  -^^'^^^   ^  VTe     ntes   charged 

embraced    in   a   fare  .one._     The   complainant  also   avened    thai   the 

by  respondent  were  inequitable.  ,   •   ,  ,   ..i.nnf     the  Oley 

Respondent  stated  that  the  portion  of  their  system   --•'^^'''';^^; ';;;*'/'l,,,,; 

Valley  Railway  Company,    is  on  private  rigbt-of-way ;   passes  through  a  sparsely 


IW  ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  Off.  Doc. 

settled  community;  that  it  wa.s  incorporutod  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
April  4,  1808,  and,  therefore,  justified  in  charging  patrons  three  cents  per  mile, 
while  in  fact  Ihc  charges  do  not  exceed  an  average  of  two  cents  per  mile. 

After  hearing,  complainant  and  respondent  informed  the  Commission  that  the 
case  had  been  adjusted  in  accordance  with  a  suggestion  made  by  the  Commission 
which  was  entirely  satisfactory  to  the  interested  parties,  the  daily  trip  made  by 
the  plaiutift'  being  treated  as  a  fare  zone,  and  monthly  tickets  sold  him  in  apcordance 
therewith. 


No.  756. 

JOHN     O'CONNELL     vs.     PITTSBURGH     RAILWAYS 

COMPANY. 


This  complaint  stated  tli.-it  the  respondent  charges  ten  cents  Lo  transport  pas- 
sengers betweeu  the  Neville  Fumace  Olhc'e  Neville  Island,  and  the  City  of 
Pittsburgh,  while  it  only  charges  ten  cents  to  convey  passengers  between  Coraopolis 
and  I'ittsburgh,  a  greater  distance,  wherefore  the  former  late  was  thought  to  be 
excessive. 

Respondent  stated  that  the  cause  of  this  complaint  was  the  fact  that  the  com- 
plainant boards  or  leaves  a  car  at  the  .first  station  beyond  the  five  cent  fsjre  zone  from 
Pittsburgh,  which  is  distant  from  that  City  almost  seven  miles;  that  the  fare 
limit  on  this  line  is  located  at  the  most  equitable  point  obtainable,  and  averred 
tliat  the  rates  charged  were  less  than  those  authorized  in  the  municipal  franchise 
granted  the  respondent  and  were  not  excessive  or  unreasonable. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  filed  was  sent  to  complsiinant,  nnd  he  was  informed  the 
Commission  felt  that,  under  existing  conditions,  they  would  not  be  warranted  in 
recommending  a  change  in  the  fare  zone  limits.  * 


No.  757. 

HENRY  A.  HITNER'S  SONS  AND  COMPANY  vs.  PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY,  PHILADELPHIA  AND 
READING  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants  allege  that  certain  I'utes  on  carload  lots  of  scrap  iron  quoted  them 
by  the  respondent  companies  were  excessive,  and  I'equested  an  opinion  of  the  Com- 
mission thereon. 

'  They  were  advised  that  an  opinion  could  nol  be  rendered  without  having  all 
the  facts  presented,  as  viewed  from  both  sides  of  the  question,  accompanied  with 
the  suggestion  that,  if  such  an  investigation  were  desired,  a  formal  complaint 
should  be  tiled.     No  answer  having  been  received,  the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  758. 

RTCHEY  AND  GRISWOLD  vs.  PENNSYVANIA  RAILROAD 
COMPANY  AND  BALTIMORE  AND  OHIO  RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


This  complaint  charged  the  collection  of  an  exc-ive  and  discnmm^tory  ^  n 
a  shipment,  consisting  of  a  carload  of  lumber,  transported  from  the  ^altz  Sid  o»' 
on  the  YuLon  Branch  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  via  Everson.  to.  Juniata, 
Fpvette  Count V    a  point  on  the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad. 

f2.S" -.resiondence  with  the  respondent,  they  informed  the  Commission 
that  Ti  il  rate  h^tween  the  points  named  had  been  adopted,  and  -  «  applica  e 
to   the   shipment   made   by    the   complainant   and   tendered   a   rotund   of   the   excess 


charge . 


'^"was  satisfactory  to  the  complainant  and  approved  by  the  Commission,  there- 
by  closing  the  case. 


No.  759. 


R    J    TOTTEN   vs.   CENTRAL  DISTRICT    AND     PRINTING 

TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  respondent  discriminated  in  rates  at  ^dant  Law  ene 
County  that  a  solicitor,  in  attempting  to  establish  an  exchange  at  that  place 
tJered  .he  service  of  the  exchange  piopos.-d  to  be  established  along  with  that  of 
r  .X  lian..>s  at  New  Castle  and  Mercer  foi-  an  annual  rental  of  Twelve  Dollars. 
';^!;:  :!.:  d,.ni..d  t..  averment  and  stated  that  contracts  for  a  sum  less  .lan^  he 
established  rate  had  not  and  would  not  be  made;  that  respondent  is  advised  that  a 
Lai  company  wns  then  b^ing  formed  in  the  locality  of  Volant,  which  most  likely  is 
the  company   referred   to  by  complainant. 

Following  investigation,  the  Commission  named  .wo  dates  for  a  hearing  one  t 
Pittsburgh  and  one  at  th.ir  Ilarrisburg  MVu.-.  nud,  ns  ,1..  -o.nph.nant  fa.led  to 
attend  either,   the  case  was  dismissed. 


No.  760. 

RESIDENTS  OF  COATESVILLE  vs.  WEST  CHESTER 
STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainants  averred  that  respondent  operates  a   passenger   ra^way,    which  ex- 
tends from  the  Borough  of  Coatesville,   through  the  Borough  of  Downing  town     to 
he      Borough       of      West    Chester,       all       in       Chester      County;       tha        Wes 
Chester     and     Coatesville     have     each     a     population     of     about     eleven     thousand 
people      and    Downngtown    has    a     populaton     of     about     three     thousand,     five 
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hundred  people;  that  the  traffic  between  tliese  tliree  boroughs  is  hirge; 
that  respondent's  service  consists  of  the  dispatch  of  a  car  from  each  terminus  every 
hour,  wliich  is  inadequate;  thai;  there  is  need  of  move  frequent  service  to  supply 
which  cars  should  be  sent  out  from  each  terminus  every  half  hour ;  that  the 
citizens  of  Coatesville  are  dependent  upon  trolley  service  for  a  distance  of  thirteen 
squares  along  respondent's  route  and  tlie  interurban  service  furnished  is  inadequate, 
and  respondent  should  install  a  local  car  for  exclusive  use  iii  Coatesville  and  make 
trips  therein  at  intervals  of  twenty  minutes;  that  during  the  sessions  of  court, 
which  convene  at  AVest  Chester,  the  County  seat,  and  at  other  times,  when 
an  extraordinary  number  of  people  are  to  be  transported,  no  additional  facilities  f^ire 
furnished,  in  consequence  of  which  cars  are  frequently  overcrowded;  that  re- 
spondent carries  freight,  which  is  placed  upon  the  front  platform  of  cars  and  fre- 
quently in  the  front  portion  of  the  car  to  the  annoyance  of  pass'engers  and  inter- 
ference with  the  movement  of  motormen. 

Respondent,  in  reply,  stated  that  the  service  rendered  was  entirely  adequate; 
that  it  has  but  a|  single  line  system  and  has  no  authority  to  place  and  use  additional 
tracks,  on  account  of  which  the  additional  serfvice  demanded  for  Coatesville  could 
not  be  furnished  without  seriously  disturbing  the  service  on  the  remainder  of  the 
line,  and  that  there  is  no  real  demand  for  additional  service  within  that  borough; 
that  extra  cars  are  run,  on  notice,  during  sessions  of  Court  and  other  extraordinary 
occasions;  respondent  admitted  that  it  carries  some  freight,  as  an  accommodation  to 
its  patrons,  but  stated  that  it  was  not  permitted  to  be  placed  within  the  car  or 
enough  to  be  accepted  to  interfere  with  the  easy  movement  of  the  motorman. 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  hearing,  complainants  were  advised,  as  fol- 
lows: 


On  the  argument  of  this  complaint,  the  only  points  insisted  upon 
at  all  were  the  provision  of  additional  cars  between  Coatesville  and 
West  Chester  on  special  occasions,  such  as  the  convening  of  Criminal 
Court  in  West  Chester  when  the  travel  between  these  points  is  said 
to  be  unusual,  and  the  running  of  a  local  car  back  and  forth  through 
the   Borough  of  Coatesville. 

The  respondent  Company  has  always  manifestoi  a  disposition  and 
expressed  a  willingness  to  provide  additional  caft  for  the  service  to 
and  from  West  Chester  on  these  special  occasions  upon  timely  notice 
of  their  necessity,  and  such  has  been  its  practice  in  the  past.  The 
failure  of  this  special  service  on  occasions  has  resulted  either  from  the 
lack  of  prior  notice  to  the  Railway  Company  or  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  patrons  of  ithe  line  to  avail  themselves  of  these  special  ac- 
commodations and  resort  to  the  ordinary  and  regular  cars  for  their 
transportation  instead.  It  thus  appears  that  any  failure  in  this 
service  to  meet  the  wants  of  the  community  results,  not  from  the 
fault  of  the  Railway  Company  but  from  the  conduct  of  the  intending 
patrons.  This  Commission  feels  assured  that  all  reasonable  accommo- 
dations for  transportation  on  these  special  occasions  will  be  furnished 
by  the  Railway  Company  if  the  patrons  will  only  advise  it  of  the 
necessity  for  the  extra  cars  and  avail  themselves  of  their  use  when 
provided . 

A  very  careful  consideration  of  the  representations  made,  as  to 
the  necessity  for  local  service  in  Coatesville,  fails  to  lead  the  Com- 
mission to  the  conclusion  that  any  sufficient  demand  for  that  service 
exists  to  warrant  the  Commission  making  the  recommendation  for 
its  installation.  Moreover,  the  rights  which  the  Railway  Company 
enjoys  in  that  munielpality  are  so  restricted  that  it  seems  impossible 
for  that  service  to  be  rendered  without  some  enlargement  of  these 
rights. 

The  Commission  therefore  feels  that  it  would  not  he  warranted  in 
making  a  rerounneiuhitiou  for  the  service  requested,  and  the  com- 
plaint is  dismissed. 
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No.  761. 

LURIA   BROTHERS   AND    COMPANY   vs.    PHILADELPHIA 
AND   READING   RAILWAY   COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  respondent's  rules  regulating  demurrage  charges  were 
unjust  and  burdensome,   and  asked  for  relief. 

Respondent  answered,  that  the  rules  complained  of  are  the  uniform  demurrage 
rules,  approved  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  suggested  that  the 
complainant  misunderstood  their  application. 

A  hearing  was  ordered,  but,  prior  to  the  date  named,  the  question  raised  was 
adjusted  by  the  parties  concerned  and  the  complaint  was  withdrawn. 


No.  762. 

JOHN   C.   MYERS   vs.   LIGONIER   VALLEY   RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Ligonier,  stated  that  respondent  charged  him  twenty 
cents  per  ton  for  conveying  coal  from  their  Branch  Road  at  Wilpen  to  Ligonier,  a 
distance  of  four  miles,  while  they  carry  coal  from  AVilpen  to  Latrobe,  a  distance 
of  fourteen  miles,  for  fifteen  cents  per  ton  ;  that  the  rate's  charged  him  were  dis- 
criminatory . 

Respondent,  in  reply,  stated  that  their  regular  local  rate  on  coal  from  Mine 
Siding  to  Ligonier  was  twenty  cents  per  ton;  that  respondent  has  a  joint  rate  with 
the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  for  shipments  of  coal  outbound,  in  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  or  foreign  cars,  of  which  respondent's  proportion  of  the  rate  is  fif- 
teen cents  per  ton,  and  that  the  rates  levied  by  it  are  not  discriminatory. 

As  complainant  made  no  reply,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  763. 

LAYTON   FIRE   CLAY   COMPANY   vs.   BALTIMORE  AND 
OHIO   RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


CoraplaiMaMt  slati'd  llial  lln-y  h:id  furnished  twenty-seven  cars  of  lirick  to  a 
dealer,  soutli  side,  Pittsburgh,  and  hud  Imsed  (heir  quotation  on  a  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  rale  of  sixty-five  cents  per  ton,  from  fynylon  to  Pitisljurgh  ;  shipment  Avas 
made  by  the  Baltimore  &  Oliio  Rnili'oad  and  delivery  made  by  the  Pittsburgh  & 
Lake  Erie  Railroad;  that  tlie  rate  charged  for  tliis  shipment  was  sevent.y-fiye 
cents  per  ton. 

10 
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Complainaut  was  miuestod  to  inform  the  Connnissioii  whether  the  sixty-five  cent 
rate  qnoted  did  not  apply  to  Baltimore  and  Ohio  delivery  while  the  shipment  com- 
plained of  was  made  hy   the  Baltimore  and  Ohio  with  Pittsburgh  and  Lake  Erie 

delivery . 

No  answer  having  been  received,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  764. 
FREEDOM   OIL  WORKS  vs.   BRIE   RAILROAD   COMPANY. 


Comphunants  stated  tirnl  in  shipments  of  oil  from  both  Monaca  £,nd  Pittsburglf 
to  customers  loc-ated  at  Perryopolis,  the  respondent  issued  fi^iight  bills  calling  for 
Perryopolis  delivery,  while  in  fact  the  consignments  were  unhjaded  at  a  station  some 
distance  from  Perryopolis,  thus  eompelling  the  payment  of  drayage ;  that  re- 
spondent refused  to  reimburse  the  drayage  charges  un  the  ground  that  they  bad 
no  delivery  at  Perryopolis,  and  requested  blanks  upon  which  to  make  fonnal  com- 
plaints. 

Blanks  were  mailed  accompanied  with  the  request  that  the  name  of  the  station  at 
which  the  consignments  were  unloaded  and  the  distance  of  that  station  from  Perry- 
opolis be  given. 

In  reply  complainant  stated  that  the  desiied  information  was  not  at  hand  ;  as  soon 
as  the  same  was  obtained  a  formal  complaint  would  be  forwarded. 

As  no  further  action  was  taken  by  complainant  the  case  was  closed- 


No.  765. 

WILLIAM  J.  HOLSTEIN,  et  al.,  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 


This  complaint  averred  that  the  respondent  was  not  treating  the  shippers  of  milk 
to  the  City  of  Philadelphia  justly,  because  the  same  rates  were  charged  for  trans- 
portation during  the  winter  season  when  refrigeration  is  not  necessary,  as  were 
charged  during  the  heated  season,   and  requested  relief. 

Respondent  stated  that  when  refrigerator  service  was  established,  the  rates  on  a 
forty-quart  can  were  raised  from  fifteen  cents  to  seventeen  and  one-fourth  cents  per 
can;  that  this  increased  rate  was  made  to  apply  throughout  the  year,  because  it 
was  believed  that  a  uniform  rate  would  be  more  satisfactory  to  the  shippers  and 
this  vuiiform  rate  was  necessary  to  justify  the  service ;  that  if  the  respondent  should 
be  obliged  to  ship  at  the  former  rate  during  the  winter  munths  it  would  be  necessary 
to  make  the  summer  rate,   when  refrigeration  was  obligatory,   much  higher. 

Copies  of  the  answer  were  sent  to  complainants  for  comment,  and  they  were  in- 
formed that  the  Commission  regarded  the  answer  as  satisfactory  and  would  so 
treai  it,  unless  the  complainants  were  prepared  to  show  that  the  rates  charged 
were  excessive. 

No  response  having  been  received,   the  case  was  closed. 
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No.  766. 

M.    YODER    LEINBACH    vs.    LEWISBURG,    MILTON    AND 
WATSONTOWN  PASSENGER  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


Complainant  alleged  that  the  car  service  provided  by  the  respondent  between 
Watsontown  and   Milton,    each  week  day  morning  was  inadequate,    and  requested 

relief. 

Respondent  stated  that  during  the  preceding-  mouths  traffic  had  been  light  aud 
the  service  rendered  was  adequate  ;  that  travel  had  imreased  aud  an  additional  car 
had  been  put  in  service. 

Complainant  reported  that  the  improved  service  is  entirely  satisfactory. 


No.  767. 

W.    F.    DAGLE    vs.    CUMBERLAND    RAILWAY    COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  cars  of  the  respoudeut  operated  between  Carlisle  and 
Mt.  Holly  Springs,  Cumberland  County,  were  not  equipped  with  fenders  aud  were, 
therefore,  dangerous. 

Respondent  averred   that   they  were  complying  with  every   requirement  of   their 
franchise  and  should  not  be  required  to  so  equip  their  cars,    until  the  borough  of 
Mt.    Holly  Springs  enacted  an  ordinance  making  it  obligatory;  that  cars  have  been 
operated  over  this  line  for  eleven  years  and  in  all  that  time  no  accident  has  occurred 
which  a  fender  would  have  prevented. 

After  a  careful  consideration  the  respondent  was  advised  that  it  was  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Commission  that  all  their  cars  should  be  equipped  with  fenders,  as 
otherwise  there  is  more  or  less  danger  of  pi  rsoiis  U-iug  run  down  by  cars. 

Shortly  thereafter,  respondent  reported  that  the  suggestion  made  by  the  Com- 
mission had  been  complied  with. 


No.  768. 

FRANK  R.  LEIB  vs.  VALLEY  TRACTION  COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  the  cars  of  the  respondent  are  poorly  ventilated  at 
all  times,  with  no  ventilation  at  all  on  some  occasions,  and  that  between  the  hours 
of  4:45  and  GioO  P.   M.,  the  cars  are  overcrowded. 

Respondent  stated  that  an  investigation  disclosed  lliat  ventilators  were  frequently 
closed  by  passengers  who  objected  to  a  draught ;  that  it  was  impractical)le  for  the 
rt'spondent  to  guard  against  this  contingency;  that  cars  are  run  as  frequently  as 
possible  during  rush  hours,  but  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  number  of  jiassengers 
varies  from   day   to  day   it    is   not   possibh^   to   avoid   crowding  on    some   occnsidiis. 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent  to  the  complainant  for  his  (■uiniiicut  thereon,  and 
as  he  made  no  reply  the  case  was  closed. 

10— 2G— 1913. 
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No.  769. 

E.     O.    SPRENKLE    vs.   PENNSYLVANIA    RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


E.  O.  Sprenkle.  a  dealer  in  flour,  feed  and  grain  at  Wrightsville ,  York  County, 
stated  that  respondent  had  increased  its  rate  on  grain  and  grain  products  from  four 
cents  to  six  cents  per  one  hundred  pounds,  in  carload  lots,  on  that  portion  of  its 
line  extending  from  Strickler  to  York. 

The  respondent  stated  that  the  rate  quoted  was  £n  error  which  occurred  through 
the  omission  of  Strickler,  a  non-agency  point,  from  a  tariff  then  recently  pub- 
lished, and  stated  that  the  former  rate  would  be  restored. 

As  this  satisties  complainant  and  was  approved  by  the  Commission,   the  case  was 

closed . 


No.  770. 
E.  B.  KEMBLE  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainant,    a  resident  of  Mount  Carmel,    stated  that  he  was  in  Sunbury  on 
December  4th,    1911;   that  he  desired  to  leave  that  place  for  his  home  on  a  train 
which  departed  at  2:05  P.  M. ;  that  a  slowly  moving  freight  train  on  an  intervening 
track  prevented  him  from  boarding  the  desired  train  and  compelled  him  to  wait  until' 
5  P.  M.,   for  a  train;  that  similar  occurrences  happen  daily  at  this  place. 

Respondent  admitted  that  the  connecting  roads  at  this  point  complicated  the  situa- 
tion which  they  endeavor  to  overcome  by  the  services  of  a  train  caller;  that  a 
moving  freight  train  did  not  prevent  complainant  from  reaching  the  desired  tram, 
but  that  want  of  careful  attention  on  his  part,  occasioned  by  his  engaging  in  con- 
versation, coupled  with  the  fact  that  the  starting  location  of  the  tram  com- 
plainant desired  to  take  had  been  recently  changed  oc^sioned  the  mishap ;  that  for 
additional  aid  to  and  the  information  of  patrons  the  i-ipondent  had  put  up  signs  at 
the  terminal  location  of  trains. 

A  personal  explanation  made  by  respondent  to  claimant  proved  satisfactory  and 

the  case  was  closed. 

No.  772. 

J.  K.  CARR  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 


Complainant,  the  holder  of  a  reduced  rate,  fifty-trip  ticket  from  Pbilade  ph.a  to 
Frankford.  issued  by  the  respondent,  protested  against  the  Company's  refusal  to 
permit  other  members  of  his  family  to  use  that  ticket  for  trips  between  the  points 
named.  He  also  averred  tluit  the  prevailing  rate  of  suburban  fares  charged  by  the 
respondent  wore  unjust  and  excessive. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  was  considering,  at  that  time, 
the  question  of  suburban  rotes  from  Pliiladolphia,  and  that  the  special  ticket  re- 
feiTed  to  was  a  contract,  the  terms  of  which  wore  binding  upon  the  purchaser  as 
well  as  the  seller. 

(See  complaint  No.  714,  Residents  of  Gerraantown.) 
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No.   771. 

FOSTER  F.  BRANT  vs.  UNITED  STATES  EXPRESS 

COMPANY. 


This  was  a  claim  for  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  through  the  breaking 
of  parts  of  a  clock  shipped  to  complainant. 

As  the  Commission  did  not  have  jurisdiction  the  complainant  was  advised  to 
seek  redress  through  the  medium  of  the  proper  course. 


No.  773. 

HOLMESBURG  IMPROVEMENT  ASSOCIATION   vs.  PENN- 
SYLVANIA RAILROAD  COMPANY. 


Complainants  protested  against  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  fare  between  Broad 
Street  Station,    Philadelphia,   and  Ilolmesburg  Junction  and  Ilolraesburg  Station. 

After  a  thorough  investigation  and  hearing,  the  Commission  dismissed  the  case, 
filing   the   following: 

OPINION. 

This  case  i':  of  the  same  character  and  involves  substantially  the 
same  "facts  as  that  of  Carmichnel,  et  al.,  vs.  the  Pennsylvania  Rail- 
road Company  and  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 
JM^t  decided.  "  The  complaint  is  caused  by  the  raise  in  fares  from 
Philadelphia  to  Hnlmesburg  Junction  and  Holmesburg  made  in 
February  and  August,  1911,  which  increase  was  made  in  the  same 
manner  for  the  same  reasons  and  at  the  same  time  as  the  Chestnut 
Hill  Line  rates,  but  not  to  the  same  extent,  for  they  appear  to  have 
been  higher  previously  than   tliose  rates  formerly  were. 

The  present  fares,  because  of  the  competition  between  the  re- 
spondent and  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  to  the  inter- 
mediate Xorlli  Philndi'liibia  section,  are  on  a  practical  iianty  with 
those  on  the  (lH<stnnt  Hill  lino,  like  them,  somewhat  lower  than 
the  present  standard  suburban  rates  around  Philadelphia.  'For  the 
reasons  given  in  the  opinion  in  the  Carmichael  case  this  complaint  is 
dismissed. 


No.  774. 

H.  B.  BURLEIGH  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


Complainant  protested  against  an  alleged  intention  on  the  part  of  the  respondent 
to  increase  the  rates  of  pa.ssenger  fare  on  their  line  running  out  of  Philadelphia;  also 
against  an  alleged  inequity  i.racticcd  by  respondent  in  charging  same  rate  from  the 
CV)lumbia  Avenue  Station,  for  round-trip  tickets,  as  were  charged  from  the  Reading 
Terminal  to  same  destination. 

Respondent  stated,  in  answer,  that  by  a  tariff  of  rates  becoming  operative  Jan- 
uary 1,  1012,  the  inerpiity  complained  of  had  lieen  equalized  upon  a  milc.ige, 
basis   for   a   round-trip   excursion   ticket;    that   ceitain   rates,    referred   to   by   :-.m- 
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plainant  as  a  basis  for  his  criticism,  because  lower  than  their  general  schedule, 
were  made  necessary  by  the  fact  that,  between  the  points  referred  to  respondent 
was  in  competition  with  the  I'ennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  which  nas  a  shorter 
haul,  and  to  secure  any  patronage  between  these  points  respondent  was  obliged  to 
meet  the  rates  of  that  Company, 

A  copy  of  the  answer  was  sent   to  complainant   fur  his  comment  thereon.     Re- 
ceiving no  reply  from  him  the  ease  was  closed. 


No.  775. 

ELIZABETHVILLE    BOARD     OF    TRADE    vs.     ADAMS 

EXPRESS  COMPANY. 


This  complainant  avers  thnit  the  rates  charged  by  respondent  on  shipments  of 
merchandise  from  Elizabethville  to  Philadelphia  ai'e  unreasonable  and  discrimin- 
atory, because  "Ihe  rates  charged  by  respondent  on  shipments  from  Lykens  to  Phil.i- 
delphia,  a  longer  haul  over  the  same  line  and  in  the  same  direction,  are  less, 
and  asks  for  an  investigation  and  relief. 

Respondent  conceded  that  the  rates  from  Lykens  to  Philadelphia  are  less  than  Ihe 
rate  from  Elizabethville  to  Philadelphia,  although  the  former  is  a  slightly  longer 
haul,  but  avers  that  it  is  made  necessary  by  the  fact  that  at  Lykens  they  are  in 
competition  with  the  United  States  Express  Company,  which  has  a  shorter  haul 
and  fixes  the  rate  to  which  respondent  must  adhere  if  they  desire  Philadelphia  ship- 
ments from  that  point.  They  further  averred  that  the  rate  charged  from  Eliza- 
bethville to  Philadelphia  was  fair  and  reasonable,  but,  for  the  competitive  reasons 
stated,  offered  to  reduce  the  rates  from  Elizabethville  to  Philadelphia  from  .$1.15 
per  hundred  pounds  to  90  cents  per  hundred  pounds,  which  carried  with  it  a  pro- 
portionate reduction  on  packages  weighing  less  than  on^  hundred  pounds. 

As  this  concession  was  satisfactory  to  the  complainants  and  approved  by  the 
Commission  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  776. 

HARRY  N.  MICHAEL  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 


Complainant  averred  that  a  charge  of  fifteen  dollai'S  for  conveying  thirteon 
thousand  six  hundred  pounds  of  brick  from  White  Rock  to  Homestead,  made  by 
respondent,  was  excessive  and  rcrpiested  a  rcrmid  ;  he  also  averred  that  the  rates  on 
less  than  carload  lots  were  unreasonable. 

Respondent  stated  that  their  commodity  rate  on  brick  between  points  named,  by 
the  carload,  is  sixty  cents  per  net  ton,  with  a  minimum  weight  of  fifty  thousand 
pounds;  that  in  shipment  complained  about  carload  rates  were  charged,  because  it 
made  the  cost  of  the  transportation  less  to  the  shipper;  on  less  than  carload  lots  the 
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rates  are  sixteen  cents  per  Jiundred  pounds  for  loose  brick  and  nine  cents  per 
hundred  pounds  for  bricks  packed  in  barrels,  boxes  or  crates;  that  these  rates  are 
reasonable,  the  higher  rate  being  made  necessary  by  the  difficulty  found  in  handling 
that  commodity  when  unpacked. 

The  complainant  was  informed  that,  inasmuch  as  he  had  been  given  the  benefit  of 
the  best  rate  in  effect,  the  Commission  would  not  be  justified  in  directing  a  refund, 
unless  he  was  prepared  to  show  that  the  charge  made  was  unreasonable  and  ex- 
cessive; that  if  he  was  prepared  to  do  this,  and  signified  a  desire  to  that  effect,  a 
hearing  would  be  afforded  him  at  which  time  the  matters  complained  about  would 
be  carefully  investigated,  as  the  Commission  could  not  declare  its  judgment  upon 
the   reasonableness  or   unreasonableness  of  a   rate  upon  a  mere  allegation   to  that 

effect. 

As  the  complainant  did  not  reply,  the  case  was  closed. 


No.  777. 

ADOLPH     G.     FRANK    vs.     PITTSBURGH     RAILWAYS 

COMPANY. 


ComplMnant  averred  that  the  cars  of  respondent  which  traverse  the  Beechview 
Division  are  excessively  crowded  during  the  morning  and  evening  rush  hours;  are 
poorly  heated  and  not  ventilated  ;  that  the  cars  are  moved  at  a  hazardous  speed 
over  viaducts  and  around  sharp  curves,  and  requested  that  relief  be  obtained. 

Respondent  stated  that  owing  to  the  fact  that  betterments  were  being  made 
to  the  Smithfield  Bridge — over  which  the  cars  of  the  Beechview  Division  must  pass — 
but  a  limited  number  of  cars  could  be  put  into  service  on  that  line,  for  which  reason 
it  was  impracticable  to  materially  relieve  conditions  until  the  repair  work  was  com- 
pleted ;  that  all  crews  had  been  warned  not  to  exceed  the  speed  limit  of  ten  and  four- 
tenths  miles  per  hour,  and  that  a  "Slow  Speed"  sign  had  been  placed  at  the  alleged 

dangerous  curve. 

The  complainant  was  advised  that  the  Commission  could  not  render  any  aid 
toward  relieving  crowded  conditions  during  rush  hours  until  after  the  completion  of 
the  Smithfield  Bridge,  when,  no  doubt,  the  conditions  complained  about  would  be 
remedied,  and  requested  him  to  renew  his  complaint  if  they  were  not  then  im- 
proved; respondent  was  instructed  to  give  specific  instructions  to  employees  in  re- 
gard to  ventilation. 

As  no  further  communications  were  received  the  case  was,   eventually,   closed. 


No.  778. 

W.  HORACE  HOSKINS  vs.  PHILADELPHIA  RAPID  TRAN 

SIT  COMPANY. 


This  complaint  Mas  predicated   upon    the   fact   that  a   ticket,    purchased   upon   a 
Market  Street,  Philadelphia,   car  and  marked  as  good  on  cars  moving  northerly  or 
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southerly,  on  cross  streets,  either  at  the  Junction  poiut  or  north  or  south  thereof, 
provided  the  car  taken  made  a  junction  with  the  Market  Street  Line,  was  refused 
on  a  car  which  moved  soutlierly  from  Walnut  Street  and  which  did  not  make  a 
junction  with  the  line  on   Market  Street. 

After  due  consideration  of  the  averments  contained  in  the  complaint  and  answer, 
the  Commission  advised  complainant  that  the  exchange  ticket  issued  by  respondent 
and  accepted  by  him  contains  provisions  as  follows: 

This  ticket  is  £>ood  only  at  junction  of  streets  named  hereon,  or 
from  a  point  north  of  junction  if  used  going  north,  south  of  junction 
if  used  going  south,  east  of  junction  if  used  going  east,  or  west  of 
junction  if  used  going  west.  In  no  case  will  this  ticket  be  accepted 
on  cars  that  have  not  formed  the  junctions  named,  nor  on  the  Division 
from  which  it  was  issued.      (Not  transferable.) 

The  car  taken  did  not  make  a  junction  with  the  car  on  Market  Street,  upon  which 
the  exchange  ticket  was  purchased,  therefore,  the  provisions  of  the  contract  under 
which  claim  was  made  having  been  violated,  the  Commission  was  not  able  to 
render  any  assistance. 


No.  779. 

ALBERT  H.  WILHELM  vs.  PENNSYLVANIA  LINES  WEST 

OF  PITTSBURGH. 


Complainant,  a  resident  of  Ben  Avon,  protested  against  the  discontinuance  of  in- 
terurban   train   service  between   Ben  Avon   and   Ilomewood,    points  on   the  line  of 

respondent's  system. 

After  calling  the  attention  of  respondent  to  the  complaint,    the  Commission  was 
advised  that  the  desired  service  had  been  restored. 


APPENDIX    "B." 


Summary  and  Classification  of  Reports  of  Accidents  on  Railroads 
and  Street  Railways  for  the  year  ending  Decem- 
ber 31,   1912. 
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No.  26. 


StrMAIARV    OF   BA1LR0.^D   AND  STBKKT   RAILWAY    ACCIDENTS    RECEIVED  AND   TABU- 
LATED  POR  THE   YEAR  ENDING  DECEMBER  31,   1912. 


Killed. 

Injured. 

Total. 

Percent- 
age of 
Fatalities. 

1.179 
177 

11,034 
4,052 

12,213 
4,229 

9.66 
4.19 

Street  Railways,    - 

l,35e 

15,086 

16,442 

8.24 

ACCIDKNTS  CLASSIFIKD  AS  TO  EMPLOYEES,   PASSENGERS,  TRESPASSERS  AND 

OTHERS  ON  RAILROADS. 


Killed. 

Injured. 

Total. 

No. 

Per  cent. 

No. 

Per  cent. 

No. 

Per  cent. 

Employees.     

Passengers,     

Trespassers,    

Others. — 

452 

28 

588 

116 

38.32 
2.37 

49.47 
9.84 

9,020 
974 
631 
409 

81.74 
8.83 
6.72 
3.71 

9,472 

1,002 

1,214 

525 

rr.  56 

8.20 
9.94 
4.30 

Total,    

1,179 

100.00 

11,034 

1^.00 

12.213 

lOO.OO 

STREET  RAILWAYS. 


Killed. 

Injured. 

Total. 

No. 

Per  cent. 

No. 

Per  cent. 

No. 

Per  cent. 

t— 

Employees 

Passengers,     

Trespassers,    

Others,     

14 

18 

26 

119 

7.91 
10.17 
14.69 
67.23 

214 

2,102 

87 

1,649 

5.28 

51.87 

2.15 

40.70 

228 
2,120 

113 
1,768 

5.39 
50.14 

2.07 
41.80 

Total.    - — 

177 

100.00 

4,052 

100.00 

4.229 

100.00 
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TVBULATION   SHOWING   PERCENTAGE  OP   PATALITIES   IN   EACH    CLASS   OP   PERSONS 
TO   THE   TOTAL.  NUMBER   OP   ACCIDENTS. 


RAILROADS. 


KiUed. 

Total 
Accidents. 

Percent- 
age ol 
Fatalities. 

"PTnT^lnvpp^                                                            --      «.__---—--------- 

452 

28 

583 

116 

9,472 

1,002 

1,214 

525 

4.77 

Pas'jpne'Pr*;                                         -    -          -- 

2.80 

48.02 

Others.    - - 

22.10 

Tntnl                                            -      

1,179 

12,213 

9.G5 

STREET  RAILWAYS. 


Employee!!, 
Passengers, 
Trespassers, 
Others,    

Total, 


Killed. 

Total 
Accidents. 

Percent- 
age of 
Fatalities. 

14 

18 

26 

119 

228 
2,120 

113 
1,768 

6.14 

0.85 

23-.  01 

6.73 

177 

4,229 

4.19 
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COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  ACCIDENTS  ON  RAILROADS,  YEAR  1912. 


1911. 

1912. 

Decrease. 

Inei 

ease. 

K. 

I. 

K. 

I. 

K. 

I. 

K. 

I. 

364 
13 

641 
96 

6,ro2 

858 

685 
304 

452 

9.020 

15 

2,318 

28           974 

110 

583 
116 

631 
409 

58 

46 

Others,    - — — 

20 

105 

rpntfll                                 

1,114 

8,449 

1,179' 

11.084 

5S 

123 

2,585 

Killed— Increase,  65. 
Injured— Increase,   2,585. 


COMPARATIVE  STATEMENT  OF  ACCIDENTS  ON  STREET  RAILWAYS.  YEAR  1912. 


1911. 


1912. 


K. 


Employees, 
Passengers, 
Trespassers, 
Others, 


Total, 


r:] 

178 

14 

19 

2,(m 

18 

26 

74 

26 

135 

1,444 

119 

193       3,752 


177 


Decrease. 


Increase. 


K. 


214 
2,102  ;  1 

87 
1,649 


4,053 


16 


17 


K. 


36 
46 
13 

205 


300 


Killed— Decrease,   16. 
Injured— Increase,  300. 

STATEMENT   OF   FATALITIES    AND  INJURIES   TO   EMPLOYEES  OF  RAILROADS,  SHOW- 
''^^^^  ING    COMPARATIVE    HAZARD    OF    VARIOUS    OCCUPATIONS. 

FOR  YEAR  ENDING  DECEMBER  31,   1912. 


Brakemen, 

Sectionmeh, 

Conductors, 

Firemen. 

'lYack    walkers 

I'ngineers, 

■^'ard   crews. 

Flagmen — . 

C'rossing    watchmen 

Car  repairmen  and  inspectors, 

Car    cleaners,    

Carpenters.    

Freiglit    handlers,    ..- 

Miscellaneous,     


Total, 


452 


9,020 


APPENDIX    "C." 


Tabulated    Statement   of   Accidents    occurring   on   the    lines    of   the 

various  Railroads  of  the  State  during  the  year  ending 

December  31st,  1912;  clasified  by  character 

of  accident  and  class  of  persons 

injured. 
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APPENDIX  "D. 


Tabulated   Statement   of   Accidents   occurring   on   the   lines   of   the 

various  Street  Railways  of  the  State  during  the  year  ending 

December  31st,   1912;  classified  by  character  of 

accidents  and  class  of  persons  injured. 


( ir.s 


APPENDIX  "E." 


List  of  Railroads  and  Street  Railways  reporting  no  accidents  during 

the  year  1912. 
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RAILROADS    REPORTING   NO    ACCIDENTS   FOR   THE 

YEAR  1912. 


Allegheny  »&  South  Side  Railroad  Company. 

Altoona ,    Juniata  &  Northern  Railroad  Company. 

Bare  Rock  Railroad  Company. 

Bellefonte  Central  Railroad   Company. 

Bloomsburg  &  Sullivan  Railway  Company. 

Bradford  &  Western  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

Brownstone  &  Middletown  Railroad  Company. 

Cambria  &  Indiana  Railroad  Company. 

Coudersport  &  Port  Allegheny  Railroad  Company. 

Delaware  River  &  Union  Railroad  Company. 

Delaware   Valley   Railroad   Company. 

Dents  Run  Railroad  Company. 

East  Berlin  Railway  Company. 

Eddystone  <&  Delaware  River  Raih'oad  Company. 

Emporium  &  Rich  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Hicks  Run  Railroad  Company. 

Hooverhurst  &  Southwestern  Railroad  runipany. 

Indian  Creek  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Ironton  Railroad  Company. 

Jersey    Shore   &   Antes   Fort    Railroad    Company. 

Johnstown  &  Stony  Creek  Railroad  Company. 

Kane  &  Elk  Railroad  Company.  • 

Kisliacoquillas  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Kittanning  Run  Railroad  Company. 

Lancaster,   Oxford  &  Southern  Railroad  Company. 

Lehigh  &  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company. 

McKeesport  Terminal  Railroad  Company.  ^ 

Mocanaqua  &  Eastern  Railroad  Company. 

Mt.  Jewett,   Kinzua  &  Riterville  Railroad  Company. 

Mount  Penn  Gravity  Railroad  Company. 

New  Berlin  &  Winfield  Railroad  Company. 

New  Park  &  Fawn  Grove  Railroad  Company. 

Newport  &  Shermans  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

New  York  &  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company. 

Nittauy    Valley    Railroad    Company. 

North  Shore  Railroad  Company. 

Oleona  Railroad  Company. 

Pennsylvania  Western  &  Ohio  River  Conncctin.L;   Railway  Company 

Peoples  Railway  Company. 

Philadelphia  Belt  Line  Railroad  Company. 

Pittsburgh,   Allegheny  &  McKees  Rocks  Railroad  Company. 

Pittsburgh  &  Moon  Run  Railroad  Company. 

Pittsburgh  &  Ohio  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Pittsburgh,   Westmoreland  &  Somerset  Railroad  Company. 

Tfedstonc  Central  Railroad   Company. 

(  I'JU  ) 
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ReynoldsviUe  &  Falls  Creek  Railroad  Coiupauy. 

Rural  Valley  Railroad  CompaDy. 

Scottdale  Couuoeting  Railway  Company. 

Seranton  &  Spring  Brook  Railroad  Company. 

Sheffield  &  Tionesta  Railway  Company. 

Stewartstown  Railroad  Company. 

St.   Marys  &  Western  Railroad  Company. 

Strasburg  Railroad  Company. 

Susquehanna  ^  Buffalo  Railroad  Company. 

Susquehanna  &  Eagles  Mere  Railroad  Company. 

Susquehanna  River  &  Western  Railroad  Company. 

Tionesta  Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Turtle  Creek  &  Allegheny  River  Railroad  Company, 

Ursina  &  North  Fork  Railroad  Company. 

Valley  Connecting  Railroad  Company. 

Valley  Railroad  Company. 

Washington  Run  Railroad  Company. 

Westinghouse  Inter- Works  Railroad  Company. 


STREET   RAILWAY    COMPANIES    REPORTING    NO    ACCI- 
DENTS DURING  YEAR  1912. 


Ailentown   &   Reading  Tra- lion    Company. 

Bangor  &  Portland  Traction  Company. 

Blue  Ridge  Traction  Company. 

Bucks  County  Electric  Railway  C(.miiiiiiy. 

Cambria  Inclined  Plane  Company. 

Carbon  Transit  Company.  , 

Carlisle  &  Mt.   Holly  Railway  Company. 

Chambersburg,   Oreencastle  &  Waynesboro  Street  Railway  Company. 

Clairton  Street  Railway  Company. 

Corry  &  Columbus  Street  Railway  Company. 

Cumberland  Railway  Company. 

Danville  &  Sunbury  Transit  Company. 

Dubois  Electric  &  Traction  Company. 

East  End  Passenger  Railway  Company. 

Erie  Traction  Company. - 

Fairmount  Park  Transportation  Company. 

Ilagerstown  Railway  Company. 

Highland  Grove  Traction  Company. 

Homestead   &   Mifflin    Street   Railway   Company. 

Hummelstown  &  Campbellstown  Street  Railway  Cr.mpnny. 

Huntingdon,    Lewistown   &   Juniata  Valley   Traction   Company. 

Jefferson  Traction  Company. 

Jersey  Shore  Elec(ric  Street  Railway  Company. 

Kittanning  &  Leechburg  Railways  Company. 

Lancaster  &  Southern  Street  Railway  Compnny. 

Latrobc  Street  Railway  Company. 
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Lewisburg,    Milton  &  Watsontown  rasscngei-  Railway  Cuinpauy. 

Mcadville  &  Cambridge  Siniugs  Street  Railway  Couipauy. 

Montgomery  Transit  Company. 

Moutoursville  Passenger  Railway  Company. 

Neversink  JNIountain  Railway  Company. 

Newtown  «&  Yardley  Street  Railway  Company. 

Patterson  Heights  Street  Railway  Company. 

Pennsylvania  &  Maryland  Street  Railway  Company. 

Philadelphia  &  Easton  Electric  Railway  Company. 

Pittsburgh,    McKeesport  &  Westmoreland  Railway  Company. 

South  Side  Passenger  Railway  Company. 

Steuben ville,  Wellsburg  &  Weirton  Railway  Company. 

Stroudsburg   Passenger   Railway   Company. 

Susquehanna  Traction   Company. 

Titusville  Electric  Traction  Company. 

Trenton,  New  Hope  &  Lambertville  Street  Railway  Company. 

Tri-State  Railway  &  Electric  Company. 

Vallamont  Traction  Company. 

Warren  County  Traction  Company. 

Warren   &   Jamestown    Street   Railway    Company. 

Warren  Street  Railway  Company. 

Westmoreland  County  Railway  Company. 

White  Hall  Street  Railway  Company. 


APPENDIX  "F.' 


Report   of   Investigations   of   Accidents   made   by   the    Commission 
during  the  year  ending  December  31st,  1912. 


(Hi3) 


OFFICIAL  DOCUMENT.  No.  26. 


INVESTIGATED  ACCIDENTS. 


EASTERN  PENNSYLVANIA  RAILWAYS  COMPANY— NEAR 

MT.  CARBON. 


Ou  December  25th,  1911,  a  passenger  car  was  derailed  near  Mt.  Carbon,  on  the 
Schuylkill  Haven  Division  of  the  Eastern  I'eunsylvania  Railways  Company.  In 
consequence  thereof  a  complaint  was  filed  by  Thomas  J.  McKeuna,  of  Port  Carbon, 
10  the  effect  that  the  running-  rails  on  a  bridge  iu  the  locality  where  the  accident  oc- 
curred were  not  properly  guarded. 

As  the  result  of  an  investigation  made  by  the  Commission,  the  safety  guard  rail 
was  extended  the  entii-e  length  of  the  bridge  and  other  improvements  made  to  better 


the  conditions. 


PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY— ENOLA  YARD. 


On  January  20th,  1912,  an  extra  freight  train  collided  with  a  freight  train  ahead 

the  latter  moving  at  the  time  of  the  accident — at  the  west  end  of  the  Enola  Yard, 

upsetting  one  of  the  engines. 

An  investigation  by  correspondence  disclosed  that  the  conductor  and  eugiueman 
were  responsible  for  the  disaster,  in  that  the  train  was  running  at  an  excessive  rate 
of  speed  under  caution  signal,  which  is  in  strict  violation  of  the  regulations. 


WEST  PENN  RAILWAYS  COMPANY— MT.  VERNON 

SUMMIT. 


On  February  0th,  1912,  a  passenger  car  was  derailed  on  the  line  of  the  West  Penn 
Railways  Company  near  Mt.  Vernon  Summit,  resulting  in  the  death  of  five 
passengers,    while  twenty-five  others  were  more  or  loss  injured. 

Wlien  derailed  the  car  was  ascending  a  five  per  rent,  grade  and  there  is  no 
evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  speed  was  excessive.  No  cause  could  be  assigned  for 
the  derailment,   and  the  pivsumi)tion  is  that  it  was  caused  by  some  obstacle  on  the 

track . 

PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY- WARRIOR 

RIDGE. 


On  February  15,  1912,  passenger  Train  No.  2— Pennsylvania  Limited,  Eastbound— 
was  derailed  on  the  Middle  Division  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  at  Warrior  Ridge. 

The  train  carried  105  passengers.  Of  this  number  two  were  killed  and  sixty-two 
injured.  One  Pullman  employee  was  also  killed  and  four  others  died  subsequently 
as  the  result  of  their  injuries. 

An  investigation  made  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Commission  disclosed  that  the 
breaking  of  an   arch  bar  on   the  front  truck  of  the  tender  of  the  second  engine— 

(164) 
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there   being    two    engines   attached    to    the    train-was    the    primary    cause    of    the 
derailment.     The  inspection  showed  that,   beginning  approximately  a  mile  west  of 
Warrior  Ridge  Station,   there  was  evidence  of  a  defect  in  some  of  the  mechan.ca 
pilot  the  Irain;  the  ties  were  scored  as  if  from  the  impact  of  an  uon  slab,  and 
hol.s  and  nuts  that  had  been  wrenched  from  a  truck  frame  were  found      ihe  dis- 
covery of  a  broken  arch  bar  gave  the  explanatioon  for  these  marks  on  the  ties  and 
also  furnished  a  general  understanding  as  to  the  cause  of  the  wreck       ihe  belie 
is  that  this  bar  bounded  along  the  track  until  a  switch  was  reached ;  that  the  point 
of  the  latter  was  broken  and  that  in  consequence  thereof  the  south  rail  was  shoved 
out  of  place.     The  derailment  followed. 

In  his  report  of  the  accident  the  Marshal  refers  to  the  steel  cars,  and  adds  When 
the  fact  is  taken  into  consideration  that  the  train  was  traveling  60  miles  an  hour 
and  the  fall  down  the  embankment  more  than  30  ft.,  it  is  only  reasonable  to  say 
that  far  more  disastrous  results  in  the  way  of  fatalities  would  have  attended  the 
derailment  if  there  had  not  been  cars  of  steel  equipment." 


PENNSYLVANIA   RAILROAD   COMPANY-MIDDLETOWN. 


On  February  20th,  1912,  Passenger  Train  No.  28  collided  with  an  extra  freight 
train  at  the  crossover  switches  just  west  of  the  Middletown  passenger  station. 

\u  investigation  by  correspondence  showed  that  the  accident  was  due  to  a  brake- 
man  throwing  the  switch  leading  from  the  westward  freight  to  the  eastward  pas- 
senger track,  causing  the  freight  engine  to  divert  to  that  track  instead  of  to 
the^eastward  freight  track,  as  intended.     No  passengers  were  injured. 


PHILADELPHIA  AND  READING  RAILWAY— MUNCY. 


The  boiler  of  freight  engine  No.  699,  on  March  1st.,  1912,  exploded  near  Muncy 
Station,    on    the   line   of   the   Philadelphia   &   Reading   Railway.      Four  employees 

'"The  result  of  an  investii:ali..i.  made  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Commission  was  to  the 
effort  that  the  cause  of  the  explosion  was  due  to  the  low  water  in  the  boiler,  the 
crown-sheet  of  wln<!i   was  found   to  be  highly  discolored,    parts  of  it  being  almost 

melted. 

'J'l.H  monihly  l>ocumotlve  Boiler  Insm'ction  Reports,  tiled  in  the  ofhce  of  the 
Commission  for  the  months  of  January  and  February  prior  to  the  explosion, 
showed  that  the  boiler  and  appurtenances  were  in  proper  condition  at  that  time. 


LIGONIER   VALLEY    RAILROAD    COMPANY— NEAR 

LIGONIER. 


On  July  Sth.  1912,  a  collision  of  a  freight  and  passenger  train  occurred  on  the 
Wilpen  Branch  of  the  Ligonier  Valley  Railroad,  about  midway  oetween  Ligonier 
and  Wilpen,  causing  the  death  of  three  employees  and  a  score  of  passengers. 
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An  investigation  conducted  by  the  ^laishal  of  tlie  Commissiou  showed  that  the 
accident  and  its  consequences  were  the  result  of  reckless  methods  employed  in  the 
operation  of  the  line.  These  methods  not  only  brought  about  the  collision  but 
materially  contributed  to  the  number  of  dead  and  injured. 

After  a  consideration  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  the  Commission  referred  the  matter 
to  the  Attorney  General  of  Pennsylvania  for  action  by  that  official.  Subsequently 
the  Commission  was  advised  by  the  Railroad  Company  that  it  has  taken  every  pre- 
caution to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  accidents  of  this  character.  A  new  telephone  line 
has  been  installed;  definite  rules  for  the  operation  of  trains  promulgated,  and  the 
system  of  transmitting  orders  improved. 


PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY—HARRISBURG. 


On  September  Slh,  1912,  westbound  Pennsylvania  Train  No.  1017,  consisting  of 
an  engine  and  seven  express  cars,  was  derailed  at  the  eastern  entrance  to  the  Harris- 
burg  passenger  station.  As  the  result  of  this  derailment  the  engineer  died  from  the 
effects  of  his  injuries. 

An  investigation  made  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Commission  disclosed  that  gross  dis- 
regard of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  engineer  was  the  main  cause  of  the  accident,  but 
that  both  the  conductor  and  fireman  contributed  to  the  result  by  failing  to  promptly 
realize  the  danger  of  the  situation  and  performing  their  obligations  which  the  rules 
of  the  Company  clearly  define.  Leaving  Conewago  one  minute  late,  the  train  was 
travelling  at  a  rate  estimated  between  sixty  and  seventy  miles  an  hour.  It  passed 
Steelton  five  minutes  ahead  of  scheduled  time  and,  with  the  engineer  sleeping  at 
his  post  and  the  conductor  and  the  fireman  virtually  indifferent,  it  ignored  a  danger 
signal  and  maintained  its  terrific  speed  until,  failing  to  take  the  switches,  it  left 
the  track.  All  trains  are  required  to  reduce  their  speed  to  ten  miles  an  hour  when 
passing  over  these  switches.  ^ 


PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY— LATROBE. 


On  September  10th,  1912,  passenger  train  No.  21  collided  with  a  light  engine  on 
the  Pittsburgh  Division  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  at  Saxman's  Water  Station, 
east  of  Latrobe.  Two  employees  were  killed  and  two  employees  and  five  pas- 
sengers injured. 

It  was  ascertained  through  correspondence  that  the  following  employees  were  re- 
sponsible foi-  the  accident:  The  conductor  and  engineman  of  the  freight  train,  for 
not  learning  that  pusher  would  take  coal  at  P.radenville  and  for  pulling  out  of 
the  block  west  of  K-R  block  station  with  the  knowledge  that  the  pusher  was  not 
coupled  to  their  train  ;  rear  brakeman  of  the  freight  train  ;  dismissed  from  the  ser- 
vice on  account  of  displaying  markers  on  the  cabin  of  Extra  2927  after  the  train 
had  passed  K-R  tower — the  train  not  being  complete ;  and  the  operator  at  K-R 
tower  for  not  ascertaining  that  the  train  was  not  complete. 


No.   26.        TENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILKOAD  COMMISSION .  167 

WESTERN  MARYLAND  RAILWAY  COMPANY-KOBEEN. 


On  October  7th    1912,  an  extra  Philadelphia  &  Reading  freight  train,  westbound, 
eomldti^ra'  western' Maryland  passenger  train,  eastboun.,   on ^he  .a.  trae.s 
of  the  Western  Maryland  Railroad  on  a  curve  near  Kobeen,   Fianklin  Count j  , 
snltin''  in  the  death  of  four  employees.  . 

Th;  passenger  train  was  enroute  to  Shippensburg  to  obtain  an  excursion  party 
and  at  the  toe  of  the  accident,  the  coaches  were  empty.  The  passenger  crew 
were  Western  Marvland  employees  and  the  freight  crew  were  employed  by  the 
R  adinT  The  freight  was  in  charge  of  a  conductor  pilot  and  the  .nvest.gaUon 
made  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Commission  showed  that  the  accident  was  the  result  of 
h"s  failur  to  properly  communicate  information  to  the  other  members  of  the  crew, 
t^e  p  Por  of  wMoh  was  to  hold  the  freight  on  the  Reading  track  unt.l  the  pas- 
the  purport  Western   Maryland.      The   other   members   of   the 

ZZ  cTe^w^e^lo^'evlt  because  it  was  their  duty  to  keep  informed  as  to  the 
ntnf  the  tr.in     with  copies  of  written   orders  as  their  guide,    and  if  they 
::r^J^o:^:::^'^^^r.nJ.  these  regulations,  one  employee  would  have  been 
a  check  on  another  and  the  disaster  would  have,  doubtless,  been  averted. 


PENNSYLVANIA  RAILROAD  COMPANY-GLEN  LOCH. 


On  November  -Tth .  1912.  the  Cleveland  and  Cincinuati  Express,  west,  was  de- 
ranecl  on  the  Philadelphia  Division  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  at  a  bridge  east  of 
Glen  I^ch  under  which  the  Trenton  Branch  tracks  arc  located. 

The  cause  of  the  derailment  was  the  breaking  of  a  column  cap,  or  plate    on  ^^hKh 
the  brid"  girders  found  their  support.     When  the  plate  failed  the  girder  faded  with 
?n  consequence  thereof  the  track  sagged  to  an  extent  of  about  fifteen  inches 
and  the  entire  train,   with  the  exception  of  two  rear  Pullman  cars     was  derailed 

An  investigation  conducted  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Comm.ss.on  disclosed  no  ^.- 
dence  of  a  broken  rail;  the  wreck  did  not  occur  at  a  crossover;  there  is  but  a  two 
degree  curve  at  the  point  of  derailment;  there  was  no  disobedience  of  orders  as  to 
speed  and  no  disregard  of  signals;  the  engines  and  other  tram  equipment  were 
in  good  order  so  that  none  of  these  factors  which  generally  figure  in  railroad  acci- 
dents  contributed  to  the  disaster. 

AS  the  result  of  the  derailment  four  persons-two  passengers  and  two  Pullman 
cuductors-woro  killed  and  it  is  estimated  that  forty  of  the  one  hundred  and  eighty^ 
t«-n  na««sencer«!  were  more  or  less  injured. 

If^i  considering  the  report  of  the  Marshal,  the  Commission  advised  the  P,^n- 
svltlliil  "aHroad  Company  that  the  investigation  dis<.loscd  the  fact  that  the  portion 
of  the  bridge  structure  which  finally  broke  and  occasioned  the  accident  was  so  located 
.s  not  to  be  readily  examined  and  its  condition  properly  ascertained  by  the  br.dge 
^n^'illna  it  1.WS  the  necessity  of  either  so  constructing  the  bridges  or  of  so 
l.catin'^  all  parts  thereof  that  in  the  inspection  of  the  structure  every  portion  may 
b;acc;ssible  for  proper  supervision  without  the  dan.er  of  overlooking  latent  or  hid- 
den  defects. 
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WESTERN  MARYLAND  RAILWAY  COMPANY— PEN  MAR. 


A  hoad-ou  coollisiou  between  an  empty  eastbound  passeuser  train  and  a  westlx)und 
freight  train  occurred  at  Pen  Mar,  on  the  line  of  the  Western  Maryland  Railway 
about  11:50  P.  M.  ,  December  6th,  as  the  result  of  which  four  employees  and  a 
trespasser  were  killed. 

An  investigation  conducted  by  the  Marshal  of  the  Commission  showed  that  the  ac- 
cident was  primiarily  caused  by  the  sending  of  an  indefinite  order,  on  the  part  of  a 
train  dispatcher  stationed  at  Hagerstown,  aided  by  the  indifference  displayed  by  a 
freight  conductor  and  a  passenger  conductor. 

In  concluding  his  report,  the  Marshal  says: 

"The  disaster  emphasizes  the  importance  of  the  exercise  of  common  sense  or  the 
display  of  at  least  ordinary  intelligence  on  the  part  of  the  sender  and  receiver  of 
orders  for  the  movement  of  trains.  If  in  this  case  there  had  been  added  to  the 
message  'change  numbers  accordingly  the  words  'and  others'  so  that  it  would  have 
read  'change  numbers  and  orders  accordingly'  the  conductor  of  the  leading  freight 
train  and  the  conductor  of  the  passenger  train  would  no  doubt  have  exchanged  orders 
and  would  have  had  an  harmonious  understanding  of  the  situation.  But,  even 
under  the  circumstances,  they  should  Iiave  communicated  with  each  other,  although 
there  appears  to  be  no  definite  rule  covering  this  point  promulgated  by  the  Western 
Maryland  Railway  Company  for  the  informal  ion  and  government  of  its  employees." 


BALTIMORE  &  OHIO  RAILROAD  COMPANY—NEAR 

GLENCOE. 


/ 

On  December  12th,  1912,  a  freight  train,  drawn  by  I  wo  engines,  was  derailed  at 
Roddy's  Curve  on  the  Sand  Patch  grade  of  the  Kaltiniore  &  f>liio  Railroad.  Five 
emplo.vees  were  killed  and  5  oth.-rs  injured  while  42  cai-s  were  more  or  less  damaged. 

An  investigation  disclosed  that  the  derailment  was  caused  by  a  misunderstanding 
between  certain  members  f)f  the  crew  whereby  the  air  was  disconnected  between  the 
two  engines  without  the  knowledge  of  either  engineer  until  the  train  was  on  a  de- 
scending grade. 


APPENDIX  "G." 


A  Statement  of  the  Traveling  Expenses  and  Disbursements  of- the 
Commission,  its  Officers,  Clerks  and  Experts. 
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OFFICIAL  DOCUMENT.  No.  26. 


A  STATEMENT  OF  THE  TRAVELING  EXPENSES  AND 
DISBURSEMENTS  OF  THE  COMMISSION,  ITS  OFFICERS, 
CLERKS  AND  EXPERTS,  DURING  THE  CALENDAR  YEAR 

ENDING  DECEMBER  31st,  1912. 


Telegrams   $  1G7.62 

Postal   Service 459.00 

Express  aud  Freight ,    86 . 56 

Books,  Maps  and  Office  Supplies,    6,646.28 

Janitors'    Services,     480.00 

Traveling  Expenses,    2,212.22 

Extra  Clerical  Services 1,332.82 

Miscellaneous ,    436 .  58 

Salaries  of  Employees  other  than  those  fixed  by  law,    22,641.66 

Total,    134,462.74 
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APPENDIX  "H 


Draft  of  a  Proposed  Act  Relative  to  Trespassing  on  the  Private 
Rights  of-Way  of  Steam  and  Electric  Railways. 


(171) 


OFFICIAL  DOCUMENT.  No.  26. 


DRAFT  OF  A  PROPOSED  ACT  RELATIVE  TO  TRESPASS- 
ING ON  THE  PRIVATE  RIGHTS-OF-WAY  OF 
STEAM  AND  ELECTRIC  RAILWAYS. 


AN  ACT. 


Making  trespassing-  on  the  tracks  or  roadbed  of  any  railroad,  street  railway,  or 
electric  railway,  otlier  than  on  a  public  road  or  street,  a  misdemeanor  and 
providing  for  the  arrest,   conviction  and  punishment  of  such  offenders. 

Section  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  tlie  Com- 
monwealth of  Pennsylvania,  in  General  Assembly  met,  and  it  is  hereby  enacted  by 
the  authority  of  the  same,  That  on  and  after  tlic  passage  of  this  act  any  person 
trespassing  on  tlie  tracks  or  roadbed  of  any  railroad,  street  railway,  or  electric 
railway,  other  than  on  a  public  road  or  street,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  before  any  alderman,  magistrate,  or  justice  of  the 
peace,  shall  be  sentenced  to  pay  the  costs  and  a  fine  of  not  more  than  five  dollars 
($5.00) ,  or  be  committed  to  the  county  jail  for  a  period  not  exceeding  ten  (10)  days. 

Section  2.  Any  constable  or  police  officer  having  knowledge  or  being  notified  of 
any  violation  of  this  act  shall  forthwith  arrest  such  offender  and  take  him  before 
any  alderman,  magistrate,  or  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  city,  borough  or  county,  or 
any  such  alderman,  magistrate,  "or  justice  of  the  peace  shall,  upon  information 
made  issue  a  warrant  or  capias  for  the  arrest  of  such  offender,  and  in  either  case 
the  alderman,  magistrate  or  justice  of  the  peace  shall,  upon  the  person  charged 
being  brought  before  him,   forthwith  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  case. 
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APPENDIX  "L' 


Draft  of  a  Proposed  Act  Relative  to  the  Regulation  of  Grade  Cross- 
ings of  Highways  by  Railroads  and  Street  Railways. 
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OFFICIAL  DOCUMENT.  No.  26. 


DRAFT  OF  A  PROPOSED  ACT  RELATIVE  TO  THE  REGU- 
LATIONS OF  GRADE  CROSSINGS  OF  HIGHWAYS, 
RAILROADS  AND  STREET  RAILWAYS. 


AN  ACT 


To  amend  a  part  of  Section  14  of  an  act  approved  I\Iay  31si,  11)07,  entitled  "An 
act  to  provide  for  the  appointment  of  a  Railroad  Oomiuis.sioa,  etc,,"  so  as 
to  give  said  Commission  the  power  to  recommend  vvliat  safety  appliances  and 
regulations  should  be  adopted  at  grade  crossings  of  public  roads,  street  railways, 
except  in  cities  of  Ihe  first  and  second  classes,  by  railroads,  street  railways, 
electric  railways  or  other  common  carriers  where  such  grade  crossings  already 
exist  or  may "  hereafter  be  constructed  witliout  the  recomnieudation  of  said 
Commission,  or  without  any  order  of  Court,  prescribing  what  safety  ai)pliances 
and   regulations  should  be  maintained. 

Section  1.  P.e  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Itepresenlalives  of  the 
Comnionweallh  of  Pennsylvania,  iu  C.eneral  Assembly  met,  and  it  is  hereby 
enacted  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  That  the  part  of  section  14  of  the  a.(it 
approved  May  31st,  1907,  entitled  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  appointment  of  a 
Railroad  Commission,  etc.,"  which  reads  as  follows:  "The  Commission  shall  have 
power  to  recommend  the  manner,  under  existing  laws,  in  which  one  railroad,  street 
railway,  electric  railway,  or  other  common  carrier  may  cross  another  railroad, 
street  railway,  or  electric  railway  at  grade,  or  above  or  below  grade,  and  what 
safety  appliances  and  regulations  should  be  adopted  at  such  crossings,  or  at  existing 
grade  crossings  of  railroads,  street  railways,  electric  railways,  or  other  common 
carriers,  with  other  railroad,  street  railways,  and  electric  railways,  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  public  and  the  prevention  of  accidents,"  be  and  the  same  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  recommend  the  manner,  under  existing  laws, 
in  which  one  railroad,  street  railway,  electric  railway,  or  other  common  carrier, 
may  cross  another  railroad,  street  railway  or  electric  railf^-ay  at  grade,  or  above  or 
below  grade,  and  what  safety  appliances  and  regulations  should  be  adopted  for  the 
protection  of  the  public  and  the  prevention  of  accidents  at  such  crossings,  or  at 
grade  crossings  now  existing,  or  that  may  hereafter  be  constructed  without  the 
recommendation  of  the  Commission,  or  the  order  of  a  Court  prescribing  such  ap- 
pliances and  regulations,  of  railroads,  street  railways,  electric  railways,  or  other 
common  carriers,  with  other  railroads,  street  railways  and  electric  railways,  and 
with  public   roads  and  streets,    except  in   cities  of  the  first  and  second  classes. 
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APPENDIX  "J." 


Minute  adopted  March  12th,  1912,  on  the  death  of  Commissioner 

Charles  N.  Mann. 
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31n  jpemoriam. 


CHARLES  N.  MANN. 


The  fiilldwiiig  Iiiiimlo  \v:is  ;i<lu|.lc(l  on  llic  .l<'alli  of  Il-ni.  Cliiirk-K  N.  Maiui,  ••ind 
ordt'i'i'd  1o  be  spn-ad  upon  t!ie  iiiiinitcs,  iiiid  llii"  Sccn'taiy  directed  lo  rorwtird  a 
copy  to  the  family  of  Mr.    Mann. 

"The  Commission  is  now  called  upon  to  discharge  the  sad  duty  of  recording  the 
death,  on  the  evening  of  the  7th  of  March,  1912,  at  his  home  at  Oak  Lane,  Phil- 
adelphia, after  an  illness  of  less  than  two  days,  of  one  of  its  original  members,  Mr. 
Charles  N.  Mann,  who  was  reappointed  by  Governor  Teuer  on  January  2nd,  1912, 
last,  for  a  full  term  of  five  years.  His  sudden  demise  has  greatly  grieved  and 
depi-essed  us,  and  the  freshness  of  our  sorrow  renders  it  difficult  to  speak  both 
moderately  and  justly  of  his  services  and  of  our  loss. 

Mr.  :\Iaun  was  an  active,  faithful  and  couscientinus  official,  and  his  geniality 
and  unfailing  cheerfulness  contributed  not  a  little  towards  relieving  the  tedium  of 
our  labors.  He  was  broad-minded  and  rational  in  his  views  of  men  and  of  affairs, 
possessed  an  extensive  knowledge  of  mankind  and  of  the  motives  which  prompt 
human  action,  and  was  clear  and  charitable  in  his  judgiiirents.  He  was  kind  and 
patient,  of  an  accommodating  and  agreeable  disposition  and  always  endeavored  to 
ascertain  and  to  do  that  which  he  believed  to  be  right. 

He  attended  every  meeting  of  the  Commission,  wherever  held,  unless  prevented 
from  so  doing  by  physical  indisposition,  and  whenever  he  was  not  present  there 
semed  to  be  something  lacking.  No  one  enjoyed  the  friendship  and  good  will  of 
every  one  in  the  offices  of  the  Commission  to  a  greater  extent  than  he,  and  the  loss 
of  no  one  would  be  more  keenly  felt  there.  His  colleagues  upon  the  Commission  are 
especially  grieved  that  they  are  henceforth  deprived  of  his  assistance  and  companion- 
ship, and  that  the  warm  friendship  which  had  grown  up  between  them  and  become 
so  flourishing  is  brought  to  so  unexpected  an  end. 

We  have  lost  a  valued  co-laborer  and  friend,  the  State  a  most  loyal  and  faithful 
official,  and  his  family  a  loving,  devoted  and  indulgent  husband  and  father." 
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Act  of  May  31st,  1907,  Creating  the  Pennsylvania  State  Railroad 

Commission, 
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OFFICIAL  DOCUMENT.  ^"-  ^^' 


LAW  CREATING  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  STATE  RAILROAD 
COMMISSION,  APPROVED   MAY   31,    1907. 


AN  ACT 


To  provide  for  the  appointment  of  a  Railroad  Commission ;  prescribing  the  mem- 
bership of  said  Commission,  the  manner  and  term  of  the  appointment  of  its 
members;  defining  their  powers  and  duties  with  reference  to  common  carriers, 
and  ill  ivhition  to  making  recommendations  to  the  Attorney  General  and  Sec- 
retary of  Internal  Affairs  concerning  the  regulation,  control,  and  management 
of  common  carriers  within  the  Commonwealth  ;  defining  what  the  term  "common 
carrier"  shall  include ;  providing  for  the  appointment  of  subordinate  officers  and 
the  employment  of  expert  and  clerical  employes  by  said  Commission  ;  fixing  the 
salaries  of  the  members  of  said  Commission  and  its  subordinate  uflicers ;  pro- 
viding for  the  compensation  of  its  employes;  limiting  the  annual  expense  of  said 
Cuinmission;   and   making  an  appopriation   for  the  payinmt    thcivof. 

Section   1.      Be   it  enacted,    &c.,    Tliat  a   Commission  is  hereby  created,    to  be 
known  as  the  Pennsylvania  State  Railroad  Commission,    which  shall  be  composed 
of  three  competent  persons,    appointed   by   the   Governor,    by   and  with   tlie  advic^e 
and  consent  of  the  Senate,   at  least  one  of  whom  shall  be  learned  in  the  law.     Tlie 
Commissioners  first  appointment  under  this  act  shall  continue  in  office  for  the  term 
of   three     four,    and   five   years,    respectively,    as   designated   by    the   Governor   in 
making  said  appointments,    from   the  first  Monday  of  January,    Anno  Domini  one 
thousand  nine  hundred  and  eight,    and  until  their  respective  successors  shall  have 
been  appointed  and  shall  have  qualified  ;  but  their  successors  shall  be  appointed  for 
the  term  of  five  years  ;  and  when  a  vacancy  shall  occur  in  the  office  of  any  Commis- 
sioner a  Commissioner  shall,  in  like  manner,  be  appointed  for  the  residue  of  the  term. 
If  the  Senate  shall  not  be  in  session  when  this  act  is  approved  or  a  vac'ancy  occurs,  the 
Governor  shall  appoint  the  original  Commission,   or,   in  case  of  a  vacancy,   appoint 
a  Commissioner  to  fill   such  vacanc^y  subject  to   the  apQfoval   of  the   Senate  when 
convened      No  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  impair  the  right  of  the  remaining 
Commissioners  to  exercise  all  the  rights  of   the  Commission.     The  Governor  shall 
desi-nate   one   of    the    members    of    said    Commission    as    chairman    thereof,    who, 
when  present,   shall  preside  at  all  meetings,   and  in  his  absence  the  member  whose 
term  will  first  expire  shall  preside. 

Section  2  The  Commission  shall  have  a  secretary,  an  attorney,  and  a  marshal, 
who  shall  be  appointed  by  it,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Governor,  and  serve 
during  its  pleasure.  The  secretary  shall  keep  a  full  and  faithful  record  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  Commission,  and  be  the  c^ustodian  of  its  records,  and  file  and 
preserve  at  its  general  office  all  books,  maps,  documents  and  papers  entrusted  to 
its  care,  and  be  responsible  to  the  Commission  for  the  same.  Under  the  direction 
of  the  Commission,  he  shall  be  its  chief  executive  officer;  shall  have  general 
chari-e  of  its  general  office,  superintend  its  clerical  business,  conduct  its  cor- 
respondence, be  the  medium  of  its  decisions,  recommendations,  and  requests,  pre- 
pare for  service  such  papers  and  notices  as  may  be  required  of  him  by  the  Com- 
mission and  perform  such  other  duties  as  the  Commission  may  prescribe;  and  he 
shall  have  power  to  administer  oaths  in  all  ceases  pertaining  to  the  duties  of  hi* 
office.     He  shall  have  the  power  to  designate,  from  time  to  time,  one  of  the  clerks 
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appointed  by  the  Commission,  to  act  as  assistant  secretary  dnrins  his  absence 
from  the  county  of  Dauphin,  and  the  clerli  so  appointed,  for  the  time  designated, 
shall,  within  the  county  of  Dauphin  only,  possess  the  powers  conferred  by  this 
section    upon    the    secretary    of    the    Commission. 

The  attorney  shall  attend  the  hearings  of  the  Commission,  conduct  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses  when  requested  to  do  so  by  the  Commission,  assist  the  Attorney 
General  in  all  actions  brought  by  him  incidental  to  the  recommendations  and 
rulings  of  the  Commission,  and  perform  such  other  duties  as  may  be  required  of 
him  by  the  Commission. 

The  marshal  shall  attend  the  hearing  of  the  Commission,  serve  such  papers  as 
the  Commission  may  direct,  and  perfonu  such  other  duties  as  may  be  required 
by  the  Commission. 

Section  3.  The  Commission  may  also,  as  occasion  may  require,  appoint,  to 
serve  during  its  pleasure,  the  following  othcers,  or  any  of  them:  An  accountant, 
who  shall  be  thoroughly  skilled  in  railroad  accounting,  and  who  shall,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Commission,  make  examinations  of  the  books  and  accounts  of 
common  carriers,  supen'ise  the  quarterly  and  annual  reports  made  by  them  to 
the  Commission,  and  perform  such  other  duties  as  the  Commission  may  prescribe; 
an  inspector,  who  shall  be  a  civil  engineer,  skilled  in  railroad  affairs;  also  an  in- 
spector, who  shall  be  an  expert  in  electrical  affairs;  each  of  whom  shall  make 
such  inspection  of  railroads  and  other  matters  relating  thereto  as  directed  by 
the  Commission,  and  report  to  it.  Tlie  Commission  may  also  employ  such  ad- 
ditional clerical  force  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  transaction  of  its  business, 
and  such  engineers,  accountants,  and  other  experts,  whose  services  they  may 
deem  to  be  of  temporary  importanc-'e  in  conducting  an  investigation  authorized  by 
law,  as  said  Commission  may  deem  necessary. 

Section  4.  Each  Commissioner  and  every  person  appointed  to  office  by  the 
Commission  shall,  before  entering  up  the  duties  of  his  office,  take  and  subscribe 
the  constitutional  oath  of  office.  No  person  shall  be  appointed  a  member  of  the 
Commission,  or  hold  any  office,  place,  or  position  under  it,  who  occupies  any 
official  relation  to  any  common  carrier,  doing  business  in  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania or  elsewhere,  or  owns  stocks  or  bonds  therein,  or  who  is  in  any  manner  pe- 
cuniarily interested  therein,  directly  or  indirectly;  nor  shall  any  member,  officer, 
or  employe  of  the  Commission,  either  personally  or  through  a  partner  or  agent, 
render  any  professional  services  for  or  against  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act,   except  as  herein  provided. 

Section  5.  The  principal  office  of  the  Commission  shall  be  in  the  city  of 
Harrisburg,  in  rooms  designated  by  tlie  Board  of  Public  Grounds  and  Buildings; 
and  the  Commission,  or  a  (luonun  thereof,  shall  meet  in  Harrisburg  as  often  as 
shall  be  requisite  for  tlie  performance  of  its  duties. 

The  Commission  shall  have  an  official  seal,  to  be  prepared  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Commonwealth  ;  and  its  offices,  upon  the  requisition  of  the  secretary  of  the  said 
Commission,  shall  be  supplied  with  the  necessary  stationery,  office-furniture,  and 
supplies  by  the  Board  of  Public  Grounds  and  Buildings;  and  provision  for  the 
necessary  funds  for  the  same  shall  be  made  as  an  iti-m  in  tlie  Board  of  Public 
Grounds  and  Buildings  fund  in  the  general  appropriation  l)il!,  and  said  Commission 
shall  havo  iiicriarod  for  il  ,  by  the  Supoi'iiiloruhMit  of  I'uhjic  Printing  and  Binding, 
the  necessary  Ijooks,  maps,  printing  and  stationery  for  the  discharge  of  its  duties 
which  shall  be  furnished  upon  the  requisition  of  its  secretary. 

The  Commission  may  conduct  its  proceedings  in  such  manner  as  will  best  con- 
duce lo  tlio  pi-opor  dispatch  of  business  and  to  the  ends  of  justice.  A  majority  of 
the  Commission  shall  constitute  a  quorum   for  the   transaction  of  business;  but  no 
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Commissioner  shnll  i.nrticipate  in  any  heai-iug  oi-  proceedings  in  whieli  he  has  any 
pecuniary  interest.  Said  Commission  may,  from  time  to  time,  make  or  amend 
such  general  rules  or  orders  as  it  may  determine  for  the  orderly  regulation  of  ^pro- 
ceedings before  it,  including  forms  of  notices  and  the  service  thereof.  Any  party  may 
appear  before  said  Commission,  and  be  heard  in  person  or  by  attorney.  Every 
vote  and  official  act  of  the  Commission  shall  be  entered  of  record,  and  its  pro- 
ceedings shall  be  public  upon  the  request  of  either  party  interested.  All  examina- 
tions or  investigations  made  by  the  Commission  may  be  held  and  taken  by  and 
before  any  of  the  Commissioners,  by  order  of  the  Commission,  and  the  proceed- 
ings, recommendations,  and  decisions  of  such  single  Commissioner  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  proceedings,  recommendations,  and  decisions  of  the  Commission 
when  approved  and  confirmed  by  it. 

Section  6.  The  term  "common  carrier,"  as  used  in  this  act,  shall  apply 
to  all  corporations,  or  any  person  or  persons,  within  the  State,  engaged  in  the 
transport  a  lion  of  freight  or  passengers  by  means  of  railroads  or  by  water,  or 
partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water,  including  electric  railway  c-ompanies, 
street  railway  companies,  elevated  railway  companies,  underground,  elevated,  or 
subway  passenger  railway  companies,  bridges  and  ferries,  when  used  in  connec- 
tion with  the  transportation  of  freight  or  passengers  upon  any  such  railroad  or 
railway;  pipe-line  companies  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  oil,  either  by  means 
of  pipe-lines,  or  by  water,  or  partly  by  means  of  pipe-lines  and  partly  by  means  of 
railroads  or  railways,  or  partly  by  means  of  pipe-lines  and  partly  by  means  of 
water;  sleeping  and  drawing-room  car  companies  engaged  in  transporting  pas- 
sengers upon  any  such  railioad  ;  express  companies  engaged  in  transporting  property 
upon  any  such  railroad,  electric  railway,  street  railway,  or  by  water,  and  tele- 
graph or  telephone  companies. 

■  Section  7.  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  administer  oaths  in  all  mat- 
ters in  relation  to  its  duties,  so  far  as  necessary  to  enable  it  to  discharge  such 
duties.  It  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  inquire  into  the  management  of 
the  business  of  all  common  carriers,  including  freight  ^nd  passenger  rates  and 
tariffs,  the  equitable  distribution  of  cars,  the  granting  of  sidings  and  regulation 
of  crossings,  the  location  of  freight  and  passenger-stations,  the  adequacy  of  facilities 
for  the  carriage^  and  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers,  the  use  and  com- 
pensation for  cars  owned  or  controlled  by  persons  other  than  the  carrier,  and,  gener- 
ally, all  matters  incident  to  the  performance  of  their  public  duties,  and  tbeir  Com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  their  charters  and  the  laws  of  the  land. 

Section  8.  Any  person,  firm,  corporation,  or  any  mercantile,  agricultural,  or 
manufacturing  society,  or  any  body  politic  or  municipal  organization,  complaining 
of  any  thing  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  by  any  commion  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  in  violation  of  law  or  of  any  decision,  regulation,  or  recom- 
mendation of  the  Commission,  may  apply  to  the  Commission  by  petition,  which 
shall  briefly  state  the  facts;  whereupon  a  statement  of  the  charges  thus  made 
shall  be  forwarded  by  the  Commission  to  such  common  carrier,  who  shall  be 
called  upon  to  satisfy  the  complaint,  or  to  answer  the  same,  in  reasonable  time, 
to  l>e  specified  by  the  Commission.  If  such  common  Carrier,  within  the  time 
specified,  sluil!  make  reparation  for  the  injury  alleged  to  have  been  done,  said 
carrier  shall  be  relieved  of  lial)ility  to  the  complainant,  only  for  the  specific 
violation  of  law  complained  of.  If  such  common  carrier  shall  not  satisfy  the  com- 
plaint, within  the.  time  specified,  and  there  shall  appear  to  be  any  reasonable 
ground  for  investigating  said  Complaint,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to 
investigate  the  matter  complained  of,  in  such  manner  and  by  such  means  as  it 
shall  deem  proper.  Said  Conunissiou  may  institute  any  inquiry  of  its  own  motion,  in 
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the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  effect  as  though  complaint  had  been  made.  No 
complaint  shall,  at  any  time,  be  dismissed  because  of  the  absence  of  direct 
damage  to  the  complainant.  The  Commission  is  authorized  and  empowered,  and  it 
shall  be  its  duty,  whenever,  after  full  hearing  upon  a  complaint  as  aforesaid,  it 
shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  any  of  the  rates  or  charges  Mdiatsoever,  demanded, 
charged  or  collected  by  any  common  carrier  or  carriers  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act  are  unjust  or  unreasonable,  or  unjustly  disci iminatory  or  unduly 
preferential  or  prejudicial,  or  otherwise  in  violation  of  any  provision  of  law,  or 
that  any  regulation  or  practice  in  respect  to  transportation  is  unjust,  unfair,  or 
unreasonable,  and  in  violation  of  law,  to  decide  and  recommend  what  will  be 
the  just  and  reasonable  rate  or  rates,  charge  or  charges  to  be  thereafter  observed 
in  such  case  as  the  maximum  to  be  charged,  and  what  regulation  or  practice  in 
respect  to  transportation  is  just,  fair,  and  reasonable,  to  be  thereafter  followed. 
Section  9.  If  the  owner  of  property  transported  by  common  carriers  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  directly  or  indirectly  renders  any  service  connected 
with  such  transportation,  or  furnishes  any  instrumentality  used  therein,  the  charge 
and  allowance  therefor  shall  not  be  more  than  is  just  and  reasonable,  and  the 
Commission  may,  after  hearing  on  a  complaint  determine  what  is  a  reasonable  charge 
as  the  maximum  to  be  paid  by  the  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  service  so  rendered  or 
for  the  instrumentality  so  furnished. 

Section  10.  T'he  Commissioners,  or  any  of  them,  in  the  performance  of  their 
official  duties,  or  any  person  in  the  officce  of  said  Commission  and  specially  delegated 
by  the  Commission  for  that  purpose,  may  enter,  and  I'omain  during  business  hours 
in,  the  cars,  offices,  and  depots,  and  upon  the  railroads,  of  any  common  carrier, 
within  the  State  or  doing  business  therein,  and  may  examine  the  books  and  af- 
fairs of  any  such  common  carrier;  and  in  all  proceedings  before  the  Commission, 
under  a  complaint  duly  filed,  the  Commission  shall  have  power  1o  require,  by 
subpoena,  the  attendance  and  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  production  of 
all  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements,  and  documents  relating  to  any 
matter  embraced  within  said  complaint. 

And  in  case  of  disobedience  to  a  subpoena,  the  Commission,  or  any  party  to  a 
proceeding  before  the  Commission,  may  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  common  pleas, 
within  whose  jurisdiction  the  complaint  is  c'arried  on,  in  requiring  the  attendance 
and  testimony  of  witncssns,  and  the  production  of  books,  papers,  and  documents, 
under  the  provisi'ons  of  this  section. 

Any  of  the  common  pleas  courts  of  this  Slate,  within  whose  jurisdiclion  such 
hearing  or  comidaint  is  being  carried  on,  may,  in  case  of  contumacy  or  refusal  to 
obey  a  subpoena,  issue  to  any  conunon  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  or  other  persons,  an  order  requiring  such  common  carrier  or  other  person, 
to  appear  before  said  Commission, — and  produce  books  and  papers,  if  so  ordered, — 
and  give  evidence  touching  the  matter  in  question  ;  and  any  failure  to  obey  such  order 
of  the  court  may  be  punished  by  said  court  as  contempt  thereof. 

The  daim  that  any  such  testimony  or  evidence,  documentary  or  otherwise,  may 
tend  to  criminate  the  witness  giving  such  evidence,  or  subject  him  to  a  penalty 
of  forfeiture,  shall  not  exeuse  such  witness  from  testifyin;?;  l)ut  no  ))ersnn  shall  be 
prosecuted,  or  subjeeted  lo  any  i)enalty  <>!■  foireiliire.  for  or  on  account  of  any 
tran.saction ,  matter,  nr  lliin;;  coiiiei-niiiM  wlijch  lie  may  testify  <>v  jirodtu-e  evi- 
denffe,  documentary  or  otlieiuise,  iiefm-e  said  < 'oiiimissiou.  <>v  in  obedience  to  its 
subpoena  or  the  subpoena  of  (lie  said  coml  :  I'rnviih'd.  'I'liat  no  person  testifying 
shall  be  exempt  from  prosecution  and  piuiisbinent  for  perjury  in  so  testifying.  If 
such  person   lie  an  odjci'  oi-  direr-fii,-  ,,{  ;i   (  oiiiiii   n  ranier  snlij- rl   lo  Hie  provisions 
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of   Ihis   •u-t     being   a   pirty   to   the   Di-ocoediogs   before   the   Com.nission,    or   if   any 
:l  ';;^;.g  a!;  offici.  ol  dlreeto.  of  such  .o.n.on  carrier,    shall  absent  himself 

.om  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  State,   or  con<-eal  himself,   for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
e-L  of  such  subpoena,    ho  shall  be  adjudged  guilty   of  contempt;   and  the  saxd 
or    of  colon  pie's  may  impose  a  fine,  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars  for  each 
dav  durin.  the  continuance  of  such  refusal  or  neglect  ;  and  if  the  said  court  shall 
find  that  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  such  witness  is  occasioned  by  the  advice  or  con- 
sent ^sulh  c^i^mon  carrier,   in  default  of  payment  of  said  fine  the  same  shal    he 
onected  from  said  common  carrier,  by  an  action  in  the  said  court  of  common  p  eas 
in  anv  countv  in  the  State,   as  other  like  fines  and  penalties  are  no.:  recovered  by 
law.   '  Imprisonment  for   contempt   shall   be  by   commitment   to    the   county   jail   of 
the  ("juntv  in  which  such  hearing  is  held.  . 

Section  n  The  Commission  may  also  take  testim.ony  upon,  and  have  a  hearing 
for  aud  auainsr,  any  proposed  change  of  law  relating  to  common  carriers  or  of  the 
.oneral  railroad  law,  if  requested  to  do  so  by  the  Secretary  of  In.:ernal  Affairs,  the 
Legislature,  or  by  the  Committee  on  Railroads  of  the  Senate  or  House  of  Repie- 
sentatives,  or  by  the  Governor;  and  may  take  such  testimony,  and  have  s«ch_  a 
hearing,  when  requested  by  any  of  said  common  carriers,  corporation,  or  person  in- 
terested;  and  shall  recommend  and  draft  such  bills  as  will,  in  its  judgment,  protect 
the  interests  of  the  public^  in  connecUon  with  common  carriers.  • 

Section  12  The  Commission  may  require  every  common  carrier,  subject  to  its 
jurisdiction,  'to  file  with  it  a  copy  of  its  annual  reports,  as  filed  with  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  of  the  United  States ;  and  as  to  all  common  earners  subject 
to  this  act,  and  not  subject  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  may  reqnir. 
that    such    common    carriers    file    annual    reports    in    the    form    prescribed    by    the 

Commission.  •  i     ,_  ti  r. 

Section  13  The  Commission  shall  investigate  the  cause  of  any  accident  on  the 
lines  or  propertv  of  any  common  carrier,  resulting  in  loss  of  life  or  injury  to 
persons  within  thirty  days  of  the  happening  of  said  accident,  when,  m  their 
judgment  said  accident  shall  require  investigation  ;  and  shall  advise  said  common 
carrier  of  the  result  of  said  investigation,  within  sixty  d«ys  from  the  happening  of 
said  accident,  and  shall  include  the  result  of  said  investigation  in  their  reports. 
Before  making  any  such  examination  or  investigation  under  this  section,  reason- 
able notice  shall  be  given  to  the  corporation,  person,  or  persons,  conducting  and 
managing  such  common  carrier,  of  the  time  and  place  of  commencing  the  same. 
The  general  superintendent  or  manager  of  every  common  carrier  shall  inform  the 
Commission  of  anv  suc'h  accident  immediately  after  its  occurrence.      ^ 

If  the  examination  of  the  books  and  affairs  of  a  common  carrier,  or  of  witnesses^ 
its  employ,  shall  be  necessary  in  the  court  of  any  hearing  on  complaint,  as  herein- 
before provided,  or  examination  or  investigation  into  its  affairs,  the  Commission,  or 
a  member  thereof  designated  by  il,  shall  sit  for  such  purpose,  in  the  city  or  town  of 
this  State  where  the  principal  business  office  of  such  common  carrier  is  situated,  if 
requested  so  to  do  by  the  common  carrier;  but  the  Commission  may  require  copies  of 
l,ooks  and  papers,  or  abstracts  thereof,  to  be  sent  to  it  to  any  part  of  the  State. 
The  Commission  may  issue  commissions  to  take  the  testimony  of  absent,  infirm,  or 
waygoing  witnesses,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  courts  of  equity. 

Section  14  The  Commission  shall  have  power  to  recommend  the  manner,  under 
existing  laws,  in  which  one  railroad,  street  railway,  electric  railway,  or  other 
common  carrier,  may  cross  another  railroad,  street  railway,  or  electric  railway,  at 
cvrade  or  above  or  below  grade,  and  what  safety  appliances  and  regulations  should 
be  adopted  at  such  crossings,  or  at  existing  grade-crossings  of  railroads,  street  rail- 
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ways,  electric  railways,  or  other  common  carriers,  with  other  railroads,  street  rail- 
ways, and  electric  railways,  for  the  protection  of  the  public  and  the  prevention  of 
accidents. 

The  Commission  shall  also  have  power  to  recommend  the  form  in  which  sched- 
ules or  tariffs  of  rates,  fares,  charges,  and  distribution  of  cars  shall  be  posted  and 
published,  and  make  such  change  or  changes  therein,  from  time  to  time,  as  slmll 
be  found  expedient. 

Section  15.  If  it  shall  appear  to  the  Commission  that  any  common  carrier,  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  has  violated  any  provision  of  law,  or  neglected  in 
any  respect  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  its  charter,  or  unjustly  discriminates  in  its 
charges  for  services,  or  usurps  any  authority  not  granted  by  law,  it  shall  give 
notice,  in  writing,  thereof  to  the  said  common  carrier;  and,  if  the  violation, 
neglect,  or  refusal  is  continued  after  such  notice,  the  Commissi<m  shall  forthwitli 
certify  the  matter  to  the  Attorney  General  of  the  Commonwcallli ,  fur  such  action 
according  to  law  as  the  public  interests  may  require. 

Section  10.  Every  recommendation,  decision,  or  ruling  of  the  Coinmissi(ju  shall 
be  forthwith  forwarded,  by  mail,  to  the  president,  secretary,  or  oilier  chief  officer, 
of  the  common  carrier  affected  thereby,  at  his  usual  place  of  business,  and 
a  copy  thereof  and  the  registered  mail-receipt  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  receipt  of  said  recommendation,  decision,  or  ruling  by  the  person  to  whom 
addressed,   in  due  course  of  mail. 

The  Commission  is  authorized  to  modify  its  recommendations,  decisions,  or  rul- 
ings, upon  such  notice  and  in  such  manner  as  it  shall  deem  proper.  It  shall  be 
the  duty  of  said  common  carrier,  within  thirty  days  from  the  receipt  of  notice  of 
the  making  of  any  recommendation,  decision,  or  ruling,  to  notify  the  Commis- 
sion of  its  intention  to  comply  or  to  refuse  to  comply  therewith. 

Section  17.  If,  after  an  examination  of  the  .same,  it  .shall  appear  to  the  Com- 
mission that  any  of  the  rates  or  charges  established  or  demanded  by  any  common 
carrier  are  excessive  and  unreasonable;  or  that  repairs,  additions,  alterations,  or 
changes  in  or  upon  any  p-roperty  of  a  common  carrier,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  and  used  by  it  as  such,  are  necessary;  or  that  any  additional  stations 
are  necessary  or  additional  train-servic'e  to  any  station,  or  that  any  addition  to 
the  rolling-stock,  or  any  addition  to  or  cbange  of  a  station  or  station-house  are 
necessary ;  or  that  additional  terminal  facilities  should  be  afforded ;  or  that  any 
change  of  the  rates  of  fare  for  transporting  freight  or  passengers,  or  in  the 
mode  of  operating  the  road,  or  conducting  its  business,  are  reasonable  and  ex- 
pedient, in  order  to  promote  the  security,  convenience,  and  act-ommodation  of 
the  public, — the  Commission  shall  give  notice  thereof,  and  information  in  writing, 
to  the  common  carrier,  of  the  improvement  and  changes  which  said  Commission 
deem  proper,  and  shall  give  such  common  carrier  an  opportunity  for  a  full  hear- 
ing in  relation  thereto ;  and  if  the  common  carrier  refuses  or  neglects  to  make  such 
repairs,  improvements,  or  changes  within  a  reasonable  time  after  such  information 
and  hearing,  or  fails  to  satisfy  the  Commission  that  no  action  is  required  to  be 
taken  by  it,  the  Commission  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Internal  Affairs  and 
the  Attorney  General  of  the  Commonwealth  the  facts  relating  thereto,  for  their  ac- 
tion according  to  law,  as  the  public  interests  may  require,  and  report  the  same 
in  detail  in  its  next  succeeding  report  to  the  Governor 

The  Commission  may,  whenever  in  its  opinion  the  public'  interests  require,  in 
connection  with  any  proposed  increase  in  the  capital  stock,  bonds,  or  other  fixed  in- 
debtedness of  any  e'ommon  carrier  subect  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  employ 
competent  experts  to  investigate  the  character,   cost,   and  valuation  of  the  property 
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of  such  common  ciirrier,  aud  the  uecessity  for  the  proposed  iucrease  of  capital  or 
indebtcdnoss  and  shall  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Internal  Affairs  of  the  Com- 
niouwealth  the  result  of  such  investigation,    for  his  consideration  and  action. 

Section  IS.  No  examiiiation ,  ir,in,.st,  uv  advice  of  the  Conuaissiou,  nor  any  in- 
vesligatiuu  or  ivpnit  made  l)y  il ,  shall  impair  in  any  manner  or  degree  the  legal 
rights,  duties,  or  obligations  of  auy  common  carrier,  or  its  legal  liabilities  for 
tire   consequences    of    its    act,    or   of    the.  neglect   or   mismanagement    of   any    of   its 

agents  or  employes. 

Section  19.  Every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall, 
on  request,  furnish  the  Commission  any  necessary  information  required  by  said 
Connuissioii  concerning  the  rates  of  freight,  for  transporting  freight  and  passen- 
gers upon  its  road  and  other  roads  with  which  its  business  is  connected,  and  the 
condition,  management,  and  operation  of  its  road,  and  shall,  on  request  furnish 
to  the  Conunission  copies  of  all  contracts  aud  agreements,  leases,  or  other  en- 
gagements entered  into  by  it  with  any  person  or  corporation.  The  Commissioners 
shall  not  give  publicity  to  siu'h  information,  Contracts,  agreements,  leases,  or  other 
,.ngagemont.s,  if,  in  tlidr  Judgment,  the  public  interest  do  not  require  it,  or  the 
u,"fnr<'  atul  prosperity  of  the  common  carriers  of  the  State  might  be  thereby  allected. 
The  enuineration  of  powers,  as  herein  set  forth,  shall  not  exclude  any  power  which 
the  Commission  would  otherwise  have  under  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Section  20.  All  subpoenas  shall  be  issued  by  the  secretary,  when  directed  by 
the  Commission  or  by  any  two  members  thereof,  and  may  be  served  by  any  person, 
of  full  age,  authorized  by  the  Commission  to  serve  the  same.  The  fees  of  witnesses 
before  the  Commission  shall  be  two  dollars  for  each  days"  attendance,  and  five 
cents  for  every  mile  of  travel,  by  the  nearest  generally-traveled  route,  in  going  to 
and  returnina-  from  the  plat^c  where  the  attendance  of  the  witness  is  required.  The 
fees  for  service  of  subpoenas  shall  be  the  same  as  those  allowed  sheriffs  for  similar 
services,  and  such  fees,  and  the  fees  and  mileage  of  witnesses,  shall  be  audited  by 
the  Auditor  General,  and  paid  by  the  State  Treasurer  on  a  certificate  of  the 
secretary  of  the  Commission,   out  of  moneys  appropriated  for  such  purposes. 

The  Commission  shall  charge  and  collect  the  following  fees:  For  copies  of 
papers  and  records,  not  lequired  to  be  certified  or  otherwise  authenticated  by  the 
Commission,  ten  cents  for  eaCh  folio  of  one  hundred  words;  for  certified  copies 
of  otticial  documents  filed  in  its  office,  fifteen  cents  for  each  folio,  and  one  dollar 
tor  ev.MT  certificate,  under  seal,  aihxed  thereto;  for  each  certified  copy  of  the 
quarterly  report  made  by  a  railroad  corporation  to  the  Commission,  fifty  cents;  for 
each  certified  copy  of  evidence  and  for  proceedings  before  the  LJoard,  fifteen  cents 
for  each  folio.  No  fees  shall  be  charged  or  collected  for  copies  of  papers,  records, 
or  oflicial  documents  furnished  to  public  officers  for  use  in  their  official  capacity,  or  for 
annual  reports  of  the  Commission  in  the  ordinary  course  of  distribution.  All  fees 
cliarged  and  collected  by  the  Commisison  shall  be  paid,  as  received,  to  the  State 
Treasurer,  for  the  use  of  the  Commonwealth,  accompanied  by  a  detailed  statement 
thereof,   a  copy  of  which  shall  be  filed  with  the  Auditor  General, 

Section  21  The  Commission  shall  make  an  Annual  Report,  on  or  before  the 
second  Monday  of  January  in  each  year,  to  the  Governor,  and  a  duplicate  thereof 
shall  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Internal  Affairs,  which  shall  contain: 

l^^irst.— A  record  of  their  meetings,   and  an  abstract  of  their  proceedings  during 

the  preceding  year. 

Second.— The    result   of   any   examination   or   investigation   made   by   them. 

Third.— Such    statements,    facts,    and    explanations   as    will    disclose    the      adtual 
workings  and  operations  of  common  carriers  in  their  relations  to  the  business  and 
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prosperity  of  the  State;  aud  such  suggestions  as  to  the  general  policy  of  the  State, 
or  the  amendment  of  its  laws,  or  the  condition,  affairs,  or  conduct  of  any  common 
carrier,  as  may  seem  to  fliem  appropriate. 

Fourth. — Drafts  of  all  liills  suggested  or  reooninicuded  l)y  them,  aud  the  rcnsoiis 
therefor. 

Fifth. — Such  tables  and  abstracts  of  all  the  loports  of  all  the  c'ommon  carriers 
as  they  may  deem  expedient. 

Sixth. — A  statement  in  detail  of  the  traveling  expenses  aud  disbursements  of  the 
Commissioners,   their  clerks,   marshal,   and  experts. 

Two  thousand,  five  hundred  copies  of  tlie  Report,  with  the  reports  of  the  com- 
mon carriers  of  the  State  shall  be  printed  as  a  public  document  of  the  State,  bound 
in  cloth,  for  the  use  of  the  Commissioners,  and  to  be  distributed  by  them,  in  their 
discretion,  to  the  officers  of  the  common  carriers  aud  other  persons  interested 
therein. 

Coi»ies  of  all  ofFicial  documents,  filed  or  deposited  aclcording  to  law  in  the  office 
of  tlie  Conuuisslon,    shall  be  evidence  in  like  manner  as  the  original. 

Sectiiiu  22.  The  Commission  shall  certify  each  of  its  deeisu)ns,  rulings,  aud 
recommendations  to  tlie  Secretary  of  Internal  xVffairs  of  the  Commonwealth  and  the 
.\ltorney  General,  for  their  consideration  and  action  according  to  law,  as  the 
public  interests  may  require.  Copies  of  said  decisions,  rulings,  and  recommenda- 
tions shall  be  furnished  to  the  complainant  and  the  common  carrier  or  carriers  af- 
fected thereby. 

Nothing  in  the  act  shall  be  construed  to  impair  the  power  and  authority  of  the 
Seci-ptaiy  of  Internal  Affairs,  in  the  exercise  of  the  general  supervision  over  rail- 
roads, canals,  and  other  transportation  companies,  vested  in  him  by  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  this  Commonwealth. 

Section  23.  The  annual  salary  of  each  Commissioner  shall  be  eight  thousand 
dollars;  of  the  secretary,  four  thousand  dollars;  of  the  attoiiiey,  four  thousand 
dollars;  of  the  marshal,  twenty-five  hundred  dollars;  and  the  compensation  of  the 
accountant  and  of  the  inspector,  and  of  such  other  employes  as  the  Commission 
may  from  time  to  time  employ,  shall  be  such  sums  as  the  Commission  may  fix.  In 
the  discharge  of  tlieir  offic'ial  duties,  the  Commissioners  shall  have  i-eimbursed  to 
them  the  necessary  and  actual  traveling  expenses  and  disbursements  of  them- 
selves, their  officers,  clerks,  and  experts.  All  sahuies  and  disbuisements,  when 
properly  certified  by  the  secretary  of  the  Commission,  shall  be  audited  aud  al- 
lowed by  the  ^Vuditor  General,  who  shall  draw  his  warrant  llitu'efor  ui)on  the 
State  Treasurer,   to  be  paid  out  of  moneys  apijropriated  for  such  purposes. 

Section  24.  The  total  annual  expense  of  the  Commission  in  carrying  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  this  act  .shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  thousand  dollars;  and  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be 
necessary,  is  hereby  specifically  apiiroiu'iated  for  tlie  paynfent  of  said  expenses  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  May'  thirty-first,  Anno  Domini  one  thousand  nine  hundred 
and  nine. 

Section  2jj.  This  act  shall  go  into  effect  on  the  first  Monday  of  January,  Anno 
Domini,  one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  eight;  aud  all  laws  or  parts  of  laws  incon- 
sistent herewith  are  hereby  repealed. 
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RULES    OF    PRACTICE    BEFORE    THE    PENNSYLVANIA 

STATE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  ADOPTED  AND 

PRESCRIBED  BY  THE  COMMISSION. 


Rule   L 

GENERAL  SESSIONS:  The  office  of  the  Commission  in  the  Cnpitol  Buildiug 
in  the  City  of  Harrisburg,  shall  always  be  open  during  business  hours,  legal  holi- 
days and  Sundays  excepted. 

The  regular  sessions  of  the  Commission  shall  be  held  at  its  office  in  the  Capitol 
Building  at  Harrisburg  on  the  first  Tuesday  of  each  month,  except  the  months  of 
August  and  September,  and  except  Avhen  such  meeting  days  fall  on  a  legal  holiday, 
when  it  shall  be  held  on  the  next  day  thereafter. 

Rule  2. 

COMI'LAINTS:  No  particular  furui  of  conipl.-iiMl  is  iciiuircd .  'I'lic  unino  of 
the  coriToration  complained  against  must  be  sta'ed  in  full  and  llic  lull  name  and 
post  office  address  of  the  complainant,  with  th('  full  nnnic  and  address  of  his  attorney 
or  counsel,  if  any,  must  be  given.  The  act  or  omission  coniiilaincd  of,  together 
with  the  facts  and  conditions  generally  relating  thereto  must  be  stated  with  pre- 
cision, and  if  such  act  or  omission  is  claimed  to  be  a  violation  of  any  statute,  at- 
tention should  be  called  to  the  section  of  the  statute  relied  upon.  Complaints 
need  not  be  sworn  to.  Three  copies  for  each  party  to  the  record  of  every  formal 
pleading  shall  ije  filed  with  the  original  foi'  the  use  of  the  Commission  and  the 
adverse  parly  if  d  sired.  All  papers  filed  shall  be  written  on  one  side  of  the  sheet 
rju'y. 

Rule  3. 

SATISFACTIO.X  OF  COiMI'LAINT  AND  ANSWER  lINDEIt  SECTION  8 
OF  THE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  LAW:  The  person  or  corporation  com- 
plained against  shall  satisfy  the  complaint  or  make  answer  thereto  within  fifteen 
days.  If  the  complaint  is  satisfied,  both  the  complainant  and  respondent  must 
notify  the  Commission  thereof  promptly  and  gi\'e  the  terms  of  (he  settlement. 

Rule  4. 

HEARINGS  UPON  ANSWER  TO  COMPLAINTS  UNDER  SECTION  S  OF 
TOE  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  LAW:  After  the  filing  of  an  answer  to  the 
complaint  as  provided  in  Rule  3,  a  time  and  place  fr)r  hearing  upon  the  issue  may 
be  appointed,  notice  of  which  will  be  serv(>d  upon  all  parties,  and  tlie  proceedings 
thereafter  will  be  as  the  Commission  shall  from  time  to  time  direct. 
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Rule  5. 


OTlIElt  COMl'IiAlNTS:  Coinplninis  whicli  in  llio  opinion  of  tho  Coir.niission 
are  not  of  snch  nature  as  to  permit  of  their  satisfactiou  under  the  provisions  of 
Section  8  of  tlie  Railroad  Pommission  Law  may  be  investigated  by  it  in  sucli  iiiaiiner 
as  it  deems  proper  witliout  notice  to  the  person  or  corporation  complained  against. 
A  copy  of  the  comphiiut  and  of  the  report,  if  any,  upon  the  ex-parte  investigation 
may  be  served  by  mail  upon  the  party  or  corporation  complained  against,  who  shall 
bt  requested  to  make  answer  to  the  same  within  fifteen  (1.5)   days. 

Upon  receipt  of  such  answer  a  time  and  place  may  be  appointed  for  a  hearing 
upon  the  complaint  and  answer,  notice  of  which  will  be  served  by  mail  on  all 
parties,  and  the  proceedings  thereafter  will  be  as  the  Commission  shall  from  time 
to  time  direct. 

Rule  6. 

ANSWERS:  The  answer  must  specifically  admit  or  deny  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint.  If  any  or  all  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  denied, 
the  answer  must  set  forth  the  facts  as  claimed  to  be  by  the  party  answering. 

Rule  7. 

NOTICE  IN  NATURE  OF  DEMURRER:  A  peisou  or  corporation  complained 
against,  who  deems  the  complaint  insuflicient  to  sIk.w  a  breeck  of  legal  duty,  may, 
instead  of  answering  or  formally  demurring,  serve  on  the  complainant  and  the  Com- 
mission notice  of  its  claim  of  such  iusufficiency,  and  in  such  case  the  facts  staled  in 
the  complaint  will  be  deemed  admitted.  Upon  receiving  such  notice  the  complainant 
shall  make  such  reply  thereto  as  he  may  desire,  and  -serve  copy  thereof  on  tlic 
respondent  and  file  a  copy  with  the  Commission,  and  thereupon  the  Commission 
will  determine  the  legality  of  the  complaint  and  notify  the  parties  of  such  decision 
and   whether  any  other  action  is  deemed  proper  or  necessary. 

Rule  8. 

AMENDMENTS:  Amendments  to  any  complaint,  petition,  answer,  or  other 
paper  filed  in  any  proceeding  or  investigation,  may  be  allowed  by  the  Commission  in 
its  descretion. 

Rule  9. 

ADJOURNMENTS  AND  EXTENSIONS  OF  TLME:  Adjournments  and  , ex- 
tensions of  time  may  be  granted  upon  the  application  of  any  party  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Commission.  Applications  "for  extension  of  time  of  hearings  shall  be  ac- 
companied by  an  affidavit  showing  a  necessity  therefor. 

Rule  10. 

STTPTTLATIONS:  The  parties  to  any  proceeding  or  investigation  before  the 
Commission,  may,  l)y  stipulation  in  Avriting  filed  wilh  the  Secretary,  agree  upon  the 
facts  or  any  portion  thereof  involved  in  the  controversy,  which  stiiiulation  shall  be 
regarded  and  used  as  evidence  on  the  hearing.  It  is  desirable  that  the  facts  be  thus 
agreed  upon  whenever  practicable. 
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Rule  11. 

DISMISSAL  AND  FAILURE  TO  PROSECUTE  COMPLAINT:  Wheiu  v.i  tlu; 
complaiuaut  in  anj'  case  refuses  or  neglects  to  furnish  the , Commission  with  addi- 
tional information  or  to  perform,  any  act,  regarded  by  the  Commission  as  necessary 
or  desirable  for  the  proper  and  further  elucidation,  investigation  or  prosecution  of 
the  case,  for  a  period  of  fifteen  (15)  days  after  vquusted  so  to  do,  I  he  Commission 
may  forthwith  dismiss  the  case,  unless,  in  its  opinion,  it  is  of  sufficient  public 
interest  and  concern  to  demand  its  further  prosecution  and  determination,  in  which 
event  subsequent  proceedings  may  be  conducted  as  if  the  case  had  been  instituted  by 
the  Commission. 

Rule  12. 

PRACTICE  ON  HEARINGS:  The  complainant  must  in  all  cases  establish  the 
fatts  alleged  to  constitute  a  violation  of  the  law,  unlpss  the  defendant  admits  the 
same  or  fails  to  answer  the  complaint.  The  defendant  must  also  give  evidence  of 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  answer,  unless  admitted  by  the  complainant,  and  must  fully 
disclose  its  defense  at  the  hearing.  Witnesses  may  be  examined  orally  before  the 
Commission  unless  the  facts  be  stipulated.  In  case  of  failure  to  answer,  the 
Commission  will  talce  such  proof  of  the  facts  as  may  be  deemed  proper  ana 
reasonable  and  make  such  order  thereon  as  the  circumstances  of  the  ease  appear  to 
require. 

Rule  13. 

DOCUMENTARY  EVIDENCE:  Where  relevant  and  material  matter  offered  in 
evidence  is  embraced  in  a  written  or  printed  statenvut,  book  or  dicument  of  any 
kind  containing  other  matter  not  material  or  relevant  and  not  intended  to  be  i)ut  in 
evidence  such  statement,  book  or  document  in  whole  shall  not  be  received  or  allowed 
to  be  filed,  but  coun.sel  or  other  party  offering  the  same  shall  present  in  convenient 
and  proper  form  for  filing,  a  copy  of  such  material  and  relevant  matter,  and  that 
only  shall  be  received  and  allowed  to  be  filed  as  evidence  and  make  a  part  of  the 
record;  provided,  however,  if  practicable,  such  matter  may  be  read  and  taken 
down  by  the  stenographer  as  iiait  of  the  record.  If  the  coi'rectness  of  such  copy 
is  queslioned  the  same  shall  be  verified  by  an  examination  of  the  oi'iginal  in  such  a 
manner  as  the  Commission  may  direct. 


Rule  14. 

COMMISSION  TO  TAKE  TESTIMONY:  The  testimony  of  any  witness  may 
be  taken  by  di'position,  at  the  instance  of  a  party,  in  any  proceedings  or  investiga- 
tion before  the  Commission,  and  at  any  time  after  the  same  is  at  issue.  The 
(Commission  may  order  testimony  to  be  taken  by  deposition,  in  any  proceeding  or  in 
vestigation  pending  before  it,  at  any  stage  of  such  proceeding  or  investigation.  Such 
deposition  may  be  taken  before  any  judge  of  any  court  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
ccommissioner  of  a  circuit,  or  any  clerk  of  a  district  or  circuit  court  or  any  justice 
or  judge  of  a  supreme  or  superior  court,  judge  of  a  court  of  common 
pleas  of  any  of  the  United  States,  or  any  notary  public,  not  being  of  counsel  or 
attorney  to  either  of  the  parties,  or  otherwise  interested  in  the  proceeding  or 
investigation.  The  same  notice  of  taking  deposition  that  is  required  by  the  Penn- 
sylvania Equity  rules  in  taking  deposition  in  civil  cases  must  be  given  in  writing  by 
fhe  party  or  his  attorney  proposing  to  take  such  deposition  to  the  opposite  party  or 
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his  attoruoy  o£  record,    which   notice  shall  state   the  name  of  the  witness  and  the 
time  and  place  of  the  taking  of  his  deposition,    nn,l  like  notice  shall  he  given  the 

Secretary.  .,.  x    ^-c 

Every  person  whose  doposiliou  is  taken  shall  he  sworn  (or  may  aflirm)  to  testify 

the  whole  trnth,   and  shall  he  carefully  examined.      His  testimony  shall  be  reduced 

to  writing,   which  may  be  typewriting,  by  the  magistrate  taking  the  deposition,   or 

un.ler  his  direction,  and  shall,  after  it  has  been  redvuHHl  to  writing,  be  subscribed  by 


llie  witness. 


Rule  15. 


BRIEFS:  Upon  all  contested  hearings,  unless  otlierwise  specially  ordered,  printed 
briefs  containing  legal  argnments  and  citations  of  cases  relied  upon  shall  be  filed  on 
behalf  of  the  parties.     They  shall  contain  an  abstract  of  the  evidence  relied  upon  by 
the  party  filing  the  same,  and  in  such  abstract  reference  shall  be  made  to  the  pages 
of  the  minutes  where  the  evidence  appears.    The  abstract  of  the  evidence  shall  follow 
the  statement  of  the  case  and  precede  the  argnment.     Briefs  shall  be  filed  with  the 
Commission  and  served  upon  the  adverse  party  or  parties  by  the  complainant  within 
fifteen  davs  after  the  receipt  of  copy  of  the  testimony  where  the  same  is  ordered, 
otherwise  after  the   same  has  been  concluded,    and  by  the  other  party  or  parties 
Nvitliin  ten  davs  after  receipt  of  complainants  brief,   and  the  complainant  shall  have 
five  davs  additional  time  for  reply.      Different  times  may  be  specially  ordered  in 
any  case.     Ten  copies  of  each  brief  shall  be  filed  for  the  use  of  the  Commission  with 
the  Secretary,    and  shall  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  showing  service  upon  the 
adverse  part  v.'    Three  copies  shall,  in  each  case,  be  served  upon  the  adverse  party. 
Briefs  and  other  papeis  shall  be  printed  and  shall  be  ten  inches  long  and  seven  inches 
wide,  with  the  printed  page  seven  inches  long  and  three  and  one-half  inches  wide, 
except  in  special  cases;  when,    in  the  opinion  of  the  Commission,    printing  is  im- 
practicable,  upon  special  order  they  may  be  type-written. 


Rule  16.  ^ 

FINANCIAL  CONDITION,  TERM  AS  USED  IN  THESE  RULES  DE- 
FINED: Whenever  a  party  is  required  to  set  forth  or  disdose  its  financial  con- 
dition, such  financial  condition  shall  be  given,  so  far  as  practicable,  in  appropriate 
schedules  annexed  to  and  referred  to  and  properly  designated  in  the  petition.  Such 
sehedules  shall  show  the  following:  (1)  Amount  and  kinds  of  stock  authorized;  (2) 
amount  and  kinds  of  stock  issued;  (3)  terms  of  preference  of  all  preferred  stock: 
(4)  brief  description  of  each  mortgage  upon  property  of  the  party,  giving  date  of 
execution,  name  of  trustee,  amount  of  indebtedness  authorized  to  he  secured  thereby 
and  amount  of  indebtedneess  actually  secured;  (5)  number  and  amount  of  bonds 
authorized  and  issued,  describing  each  class  separately,  giving  date  of  issue,  par 
value  rate  of  interest,  date  of  maturity  and  how  secured  ;  (G)  other  indebtedness,  giv- 
ing same  bv  classes  and  describing  security,  if  any;  (7)  amount  of  interest  paid 
during  previous  fiscal  year  and  rate  thereof;  if  different  rates  were  paid,  amount  paid 
at  ea'fh  rate;  (8)  amount  of  dividends  paid  during  previous  fiscal  year  and  rate 
thereof;  (0)  detailed  statement  of  earnings  and  expenditures  for,  and  balance  sheet 
showing  condition   at  close  of  last  fiscal   year. 
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rate  on  car  load  lots,  and  less, l^S 

rate  on,  Harrisburg  to  New  Cumberland,   70 

Bridge,   complaint  as  to  condition  of, 137 

dangerous,  complaint  as  to,    41 

Bright,  I.  H.,  vs.  United  States  Express  Company,  68 

Broad  Street  Station, — West  Philadelphia  fares, 123 

Broad  Top  City,  Residents  of,  et  al.,  vs.  Huntingdon  and  Broad  Top 

Mountain  Railroad  and  Coal  Company,  85 

Brossman,  H.  Franklin,  vs.  United  Traction  Company S4 

Brougher,  W.  D.,  Net  Company,  vs.  Cumberland  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany,      44 

Bucher,  H.  C,  vs.  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway  Company,   67 

Buffalo  and  Susquehanna  Railroad  Company, 

A.  B.   Kilbourne,   vs.,    "^^ 

B.  B.    Lorshbough,   vs.,    56 

Burleigh,  H.  B.,  vs.  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway  Company, 147 

Businessmen's    Association    of    Hatboro,    et   al.,    vs.    Philadelphia    and 

Reading  Railway  Company,  a''^ 

Butler  Engine  and  Foundry  Company,  vs.  Pittsburgh,  Harmony,  Butler 

and  New  Castle  Street  Railway  Company,  40 

Caldwell,  S.  R.,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company, 75 

Cambria  and  Indiana  Railroad  Company  vs.  Pennsylvania  Lumber  and 

Construction    Company,    S5 

Car  fenders  on  Cumberland  Valley  Railway  Company's  lines, 145 

Car   service,    inadequate,    ^7 

Watsontown  and  Milton,    145 

Carr,  J.  K.,  vs.  Philadelphia  and  Reading  Railway  Company, 146 

Cars,  alleged  insanitary  and  cold, 45 

for  conveying  miners, 136 

Cases    of    1911,    closed    1912,    99-105 

Cases  filed  in  1912,  table  of 12-30 

Casino  Bowling  Alleys  vs.  Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Pennsylvania,..  81 
Catawissa,    Residents    of,    vs.    Philadelphia   &   Reading   Railway   Com- 
pany,      138 

Cauffman,  W.  L.,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company,  78 

Central  District  &  Printing  Telegraph  Company, 

W.  Clifford,  vs 83 

The  R.  W.  Johnston's  Studios,  vs.,   60 

Postal    Telegraph    Company,   vs.,    64 

Central  Pennsylvania  Traction  Company, 

Justus    V.    Hershey,    vs 34. 

A.   K.   Steffey,  vs.,    79 

Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey, 

Citizens   of  Hazards,   Carbon   County,  vs.,    10'.) 

W.  M.  Sell,  vs.,   78 

Cherry  Tree  &  Dixonville  Railroad  Company,  Dixonville  Board  of  Trade, 

vs 123 

Chester  County,  Residents  of,  vs.,  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 65 

Chestnut  Hill  branch  fares,  increase  in,  123 

Cheswick,  Borough  of,  vs.  Allegheny  Valley  Railroad  Company, 112 

Christine,  Edgar,  et  al.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company,.  .  .  43 

Cigars  and  cigarettes  on  streets  cars 39 

Cinder,    Mill,    rate    on,     48 

Cinder,  re-reparation  claims 85 
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City  of  Altoona,  vs.,  Altoona  &  Logan  Valley  Electric  Railway  Company, 

City  Passenger  Railway  Company  and  American  Railways  Company,. . .  35 

Clifford,  W.,  vs.  Central  District  &  Printing  Telegraph  Company, 83 

Coal  cars,  transfer  to  rival  company 131 

Coal   rate,  Ligonier  Valley  Railroad,    143 

rate   on,    69 

refusal  to  deliver  to  a  siding 88 

switching  charges  on, 56 

Coatesville,  Residents  of,  vs.  West  Chester  Street  Railway  Company, 141 

Coin,  express  rates  for  shipping,    135 

Commission,  law  creating,   178 

members  and  officers  of,  1 

Conestoga  Traction  Company, 

N.  D.  Alexander,  vs 81 

William    G.    Doll,    vs.,    68 

Contract  telephone,   refusal   to   renew,    60 

Corry  Hide  and  Fur  Company,  vs.  American  Union  Telephone  Company,.  .  124 
vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  and  New  York  Central  &  Hudson 

River  Railroad  Company,   74 

Cox,  S.  W.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   42 

Cox,  W.  H.  and  Company,  vs.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Company,   and   Pittsburgh,   Cincinnati,   Chicago  &  St.   Louis  Railway 

Company,    G4 

vs.   Western  Allegheny  Railroad   Company 38 

Craig,  W.  F.  Jr.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 50 

Cream,    rate    on,    Lenhartsville-Pottsville 73 

Crew,  insufficient,  on  street  railway  cars, 71 

Crossing,  petition  for,   95 

refusal  to  establish, 45 

Crutchfield  and  Woolfolk,  vs.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  Pennsylvania  Lines  west  of  Pitts- 
burgh,   and    Pittsburgh,    Cincinnati,    Chicago    &    St.    Louis    Railway 

Company, 74 

Cumberland  Valley  Railroad  Company, 

W.  D.  Brougher  Net  Company,  vs.,   44 

W.  F.  Dagle,  vs.,   145 

Edgar    P.    Hamilton,    vs., 'J7 

James   H.    Loh,   vs 124 

Dagle,  W.  F.,  vs.  Cumberland  Valley  Railroad  Company, 145 

Damage    to    shipments, 97 

Damages,  claim  for  goods  injured  in  transit, 147 

Dangerous   operating   of   railroad,   alleged,    31 

Danville,  Residents  of,  et  al.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Com- 
pany,      f>3 

Delaware  &  Hudson  Company, — W.  Williams,  vs Ill 

Delay    in    furnishing    cars,     56 

Delayed  delivery  of  shipments,  57 

Demurrage,    protest    against 143 

Demurrage    charge — Inter-State    shipments,    77 

^Demurrage    charges,     38 

"■-               suit  to  recover 95 

sustained, 77 

Detrick,  G   TBlmer,  vs.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company,  109 

Dight,  John     C.,  vs.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company,   106 
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pisbursements  of  the  Commission,  1912,   170 

Discriminatory   passenger   rates,    Bethayres— Philadelphia, 125 

Ditz  &  Mooney  Hardward  Company  vs.  Pennsylvania  Southern  Railroad 

Company,    ^^■^ 

Dixonville    Board    of    Trade    vs.    Cherry    Tree    &    Dixonville    Railroad 

Company,    ^^^ 

Dixonville    station   petition    for, 123 

Doll,  William  G.,  vs.  Conestoga  Traction  Company,    68 

Duquesne  Inclined  Plane  CompanJ^  J.  H.  Morin,  Director,  vs., 107 

Duquesne  inclined  plane,  safeguarding,    107 

Douredoure  Brothers  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   77 

Eagle  Rock,  improved  station  at, 40 

Economy  Telephone  Company,  Frank  J.  Beachly,  vs.,   55 

Eastern  Pennsylvania  Railways  Company, 

accident  near  Mount  Carbon,    163 

H.  F.  Blaney,  et  al.  vs., 81 

J.   M.    Boyer,   et  al.,   vs.,    136 

Elizabethtown  Business  Men's  Protective  Association  vs.  Adams  Express 

Company,    

Elizabethville  Board  of  Trade  vs.  Adams  Express  Company,  148 

Elizabethville  Creamery  Company  vs.  Adams  Express  Company, 134 

Engines  and  trains  at  passenger  stations,  96 

Erie  Railroad  Company, 

Lawrence    T.    Berliner,    vs ^4 

Freedom  Oil  Works,  vs.,  • 144 

J.  M.  Little,  vs.,    '^^ 

White  Mills  Coal  Company,  vs.,   88 

Exchange  tickets  on  Philadelphia  street  cars,  149 

Express  charge,  double  collection  of, 92 

Pittsburgh — Rochester 135 

Express  company— no  free  delivery  at  Elizabethville,   130 

Express  office  facilities  at  Lancaster 78 

Express  rate,  alleged  discrimination,    76 

East  Pittsburgh  to  Trafford  City 31 

Express  rates,  alleged  excessive,   134 

on  laundry,    46 

Millersburg— Philadelphia,    138 

Expressage,  delay  in  delivery,  ^8 

Express,   Elizabethville   to    Philadelphia,    148 

Fare,  excess,  refusal  to  refund ^'4 

zones  on   street  railways,    118 

Fares,  alleged  discrimination  in,   90 

Philadelphia  and  suburban  points,   132 

Fenders,  car,  advertising  matter  on,    .■ 113 

on  street  cars  at  Reading 113 

Ferguson,  Annie  N.  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company 87 

Fire-clay,  unequal  freight  rates  on,   133 

First  National  Bank  of  Gratz  vs.  Adams  Express  Company, 135 

Fish,  excessive  expressage,  alleged,   69 

Fitzsimmons,   Charles,   vs.    Pittsburgh   &   Butler   Street   Railway   Com- 
pany,      31 

Footwalk  on  railroad  bridge  at  Leechburg 64 

Foster,  C.  L.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   35 

Fousen,  T.  W.,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company,  92 

Fox,  John  B.,  et  al.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 47 
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Frank,   Adolph    G.,    vs.    Pittsburgh   Railways    Company,    149 

Freeburn,  H.  B.,  vs.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company,   108 

Freedom  and  Rochester,  Boroughs  of,  vs.  Beaver  Valley  Traction  Com- 

pany,     ^"^ 

Freedom  Oil  Works  vs.  Erie  Railroad  Company,   144 

Freight,   alleged   over   charge,    86 

shipments  to  Jerome,    ^^ 

shipments  via  longest  routes,    114 

Charges,  discriminations  in  collecting,    51 

rates,  alleged  excessive HI 

rates,  alleged   unreasonable,    H^ 

Furst,  J.  B.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 83 

Gallop,  W.  O.,  vs.  Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Pennsylvania, 86 

Garman,  W.  F.,  et  al.,  vs.  Valley  Traction  Company,  64 

Geisinger,  James  J.  vs.  Lehigh  Valley  Transit  Company, 118 

George,  Howard,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 6o 

Germantown,  Residents  of,  et  al.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway 

Company,  and  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   126 

Glancy,  Jerome,  vs.  Pittsburgh  &  Butler  Street  Railway  Company,....  49 
Glen  Hope    Citizens  of,  vs.  New  York  Central  &  Hudon  River  Railroad 

Company,    

Glen  Olden  Borough,  Board  of  Health,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit 

Company  and   Southern  Pennsylvania  Traction   Company,    107 

Gormley,  John,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   56 

Grade   crossings,   people   killed   at,    5 

Graham,  W.    F.,   vs.   Adams   Express   Company,    135 

Greensburg  Business  Men's  Association  vs.  Central  District  &  Printing 

Telegraph  Company,  1^^ 

Hamburg-Lansford   freight   shipments,    114 

Hamilton,  Edgar  P.,  vs.  Cumberland  Valley  Railroad  Company, 97 

Hammond  Iron  Works  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  ana  Balti- 
more &  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 50 

Harnish,  Christian  K.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Comj>any, 71 

Hartline,  Enoch  H.,  vs.  Oley  Valley  Railroad  Company,   139 

Hartranft,  Wm.  G.,  Cement  Company  vs.   Pennsylvania  Railroad   Com- 
pany,           ^'"^ 

Haul,  higher  rate  for  short  than  long,    66 

Hazards,  Citizens  of,  vs.  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey, 109 

Hazelton  Board  of  Trade  vs.  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company 45 

Heated    and    refrigerator   cars,    3^ 

Heffran,  James  T.,  vs.  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Rail- 
way Company,    "^^ 

Heller,  A.  B.,  et  al.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 114 

Hershey,  Justus.,  vs.  Central  Pennsylvania  Traction  Company, 34 

Hertzler    &    Zook    Company,    vs.    Kishacoquillas   Valley   Railroad    Com- 
pany     •  •  •  ^'^ 

Hetrick,  George,  vs.  Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Pennsylvania, 75 

Hides,    through    rates   on,    '''4 

High  Standard  Laundry  Company  vs.  Adams  Express  Company, 46 

Highway  crossing,  blockade   of,    ^"^ 

Hileman,  Henry,  vs.  Pittsburgh,  Harmony,  Butler  &  New  Castle  Railway 

Company,    • ^^'^ 

Hill,  A.  LeRoy,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,    64 

Hillside  Cemetery  Company  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Com- 
pany,      38 
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Hiner,  J.  S.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  and  Baltimore  &  Ohio 

Railroad  Company,   33 

Hitner,  Henry  A.  Sons  and  Company,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany, and  Philade'lphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company,   140 

Hoffman,  H.  D.,  vs.  Latrobe  Street  Railway  Company, 89 

Holmesburg  Improvement  Association  vs.   Pennsylvania  Railroad  Com- 
pany,   147 

Holstein,  William  J.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   144 

Holt,  William  H.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 123 

Hoskins,  W.  Horace,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company, 149 

Household  goods,  freight  rate  on, 42 

Hunters'  Run,  Residents  of,  et  al.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway 

Company, 58 

Huntingdon  &  Broad  Top  Mountain  Railroad  &  Coal  Company, 

Bayer-Beaver  Company,  vs.,   53 

Residents  of  Broad  Top  City,  et  al.,  vs.,  85 

Huntingdon  &  Broad   Top   Mountain   Railroad   Company,  and   Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  Company,  William  Scott  Snyder,  vs.,  72 

Interurban   traffic    restored,    150 

Johnston    Studios,    R.   W.,    vs.    Central    District   &    Printing   Telegraph 

Company,    '^^ 

Johnsonburg  Machine  Company  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, ...  92 
Johnstown  Chamber  of  Commerce,  vs.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Com- 
pany,      91 

Johnstown  Telephone  Company,  Samuel  C.  Weeks,  vs., 112 

Kelley  Company,  George  A.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 44 

Kemble,  E.  B.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   146 

Kennedy   Company,   D.   J.,   vs.   Pennsylvania  Railroad   Company,   Penn- 
sylvania Company,  and  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis 

Railway  Company, *^6 

Kilbourne,  A.  B.,  vs.  Buffalo  &  Susquehanna  Railroad  Company,  et  al.,. . .  51 
Kishacoquillas   Valley    Railroad    Company,    Hertzler   &   Zook   Company, 

vs.,    69 

Kistler,  J.  C,  vs.  Pittsburgh  Railways  Company,   90 

Knight,  William  T.,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company, 132 

Kratt,  George  ET.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 96 

Kreamer,  A.  E.  and  Company,  vs,.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 34 

Laird,  John  B.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 132 

Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway,  Pittsburgh,  Chicago  &  St. 

Louis  Railway  Company,  W.  H.  Cox  &  Company,  vs 64 

Lancaster    &   York    Furnace    Street   Railway    Company,    A.    A.    Macool, 

vs.,    86 

Lancaster  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  Power  Company,  vs.  Bell  Telephone 

Company  of  Pennsylvania 130 

Latrobe   Street  Railway  Company,   H.   D.   Hoffman,   vs.,    89 

Lauderinilch,  H.  A.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company 89 

Lawrenceville,  unsatisfactory  train  service  at,    107 

Layton  Fire  €lay  Company,  vs.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 143 

Lebanon   County  Retail   Coal   Dealers'   Association   vs.    Philadelphia   & 

Reading  Railway  Company,    131 

Lebow,  S.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 72 

Legislation  to  prevent  trespassing  on  railroads, ■      8 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Company, 

G.  Elmer  Detrick,  vs 109 

Hazleton  Board  of  Trade,  vs.,    45 
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Residents  of  Athens,  et  al.,  vs.,   55 

William   McReynolds,   Jr.,   vs 134 

H.    J.    Schaad,   vs.,    117 

Alfred  Steigerwald,  vs.,    '67 

E.  E.   Streny,  vs.,    39 

Lehigh  Valley  Transit  Co.,  James  J.  Geisinger,  vs., 118 

Leib,  Frank  R.,  vs.  Valley  Traction  Company,   145 

Leiby  and  Flurie,  vs.  Northern  Central  Railway  Company,  70 

Leinbach,  M.  Yoder,  vs.  Lewisburg,  Milton  and  Watsontown  Passenger 

Railway  Company,    145 

Levy,  Fabian  F.,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 57 

Lewisburg,  Milton  and  Watsontown  Passenger  Railway  Company, 

M.  Yoder  Leinbach,  vs., 145 

Ligonier  Valley  Railroad  Company, 

accident   near  Ligonier, 165 

Blair  Lumber  Company,  vs.,, 94 

John    C.    Myers,    vs.,    143 

Ramsey  Coal   Company,  vs.,    139 

Limestone,  crushed,  freight  rate  claimed  as  excessive,   117 

freight  rate  inquiry  relative  to, Ill 

Lime,    freight    rate    on,     54 

Little,  J.  M.,  vs.  Erie  Railroad  Company,    79 

Loading  milk  on   trains, 68 

Loh,  James  H.,  vs.  Cumberland  Valley  Railroad  Company,   124 

Lorshbough,  B.  B.  vs.  Buffalo  &  Susquehanna  Railroad  Company, 56 

Loss  occasioned  by  delayed   delivery,    59 

Lovell,  J.  Roy,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company 90 

Lumber,  alleged  discriminatory  rate,   141 

alleged  excessive  freight  rate  on,   50 

complaint  as  to  freight  rates, 52 

overcharge    on,    alleged,    64 

reconsignment  at  Harrisburg, 83 

Luria  Brothers  and  Company,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reafling  Railway  Com- 
pany,       143 

Lyon,   John,   vs.    Pennsylvania   Railroad   Company,    45 

Macool,  A.  A.,  vs.  Lancaster  &  York  Furnace  Street  Railway  Company,.  .  86 

Magee,  John  A.  and  Son,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   Ill 

Mahoning  and  Shenango  Railway  &  Light  Company,  H.  W.  McKee,  vs.,. .  46 

Mann,  Hon.  Charles  N.,  minutes  upon  death  of,  176 

Manure,  complaint  as  to  rate  on,  41 

Marsh  Creek  Station,  flag-stop  desired 73 

Martin  and  Martin  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   49 

Matternas,  J.  H.,  vs.  Adams  Express  Company, -. 138 

Mauery,  James  J.,  vs.,  Adams  Express  Company,  80 

Mazurie,    William    H.,    vs.    Pittsburg   Railways    Company 117 

Merchants'  Oil  Company  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company,. .  77 

McCambridge-Cooper  Company  vs.  Adams  Express  Company, 59 

McCrea,  H.  M.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  40 

McKee,  H.  W.,  vs.  Mahoning  and  Shenango  Railway  &  Light  Company,.  . .  46 
McQuire,  J.  T.,  vs.  New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad  Com- 
pany,      51 

Messenger  service  rates,  request  for,   124 

Messner,  Charles  W.,  vs.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Company 79 

Michael,  Harry  N.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,   148 
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Michell  Company,  Henry  F.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  Phila- 
delphia &  Reading  Railway  Company,    41 

Mifflinburg  passenger  station,  complaint  as  to,    113 

Mileage,  alleged  excessive  collected,    90 

Milk,  loading  on  trains,    68 

protest  against  increased  rate, 65 

rate  for  shipments  claimed  to  be  excessive,  72 

rates,  protest  against,   58 

rates,   refusal  to  furnish,    61 

shipments  to  Philadelphia,    144 

Miller,  George  E.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,    93 

Miller,  M.  B.,  et  al.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Lines  M'est  of  Pittsburgh, 75 

Mine  ties,  freight  rate  on,    42 

Mitchell,  George,  vs.  Reading  Transit  Company,  71 

Montgomery,  J.  B.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 75 

Moore,  G.  W.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 85 

Moore,  George  B.,  vs.,  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad  Company, 114 

Morin,  J.  H.,  Director  Public  Safety,  Pittsburgh,  vs.  Duquesne  Inclined 

Plane   Company,    10( 

Murphy,  Harry,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company 4-0 

Myers,  John  C,  vs.  Ligonier  Valley  Railroad  Company, 143 

iSace,  Samuel  H.,  et  al.,  vs.  Valley  Traction  Company,  32 

New  York  Central  &  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company, 

Chester    H.    Ashton,    vs.,    107 

Bickford  Fire  Brick  Company,  vs.,    133 

Citizens   of   Glen    Hope,    vs.,    82 

J.  T.  McQuire,  vs.,    51 

Stephen   Scranton,  vs.,    73 

Nordstrom,  A.  J.,  vs.  Adams  Express  Company,   122 

Northern  Central  Railway  Company, 

W.  H.  Beckman,  et  al.,  vs.,  48 

Leiby  and  Flurie,  vs.,    70 

Residents  of  Smysers,  et  al.,  vs.,  87 

Noss,  J.  Harvey,  vs.  Tuscarora  Valley  Railroad  Company,  70 

O'Connell,  John,  vs.   Pittsburgh  Railways .  Company,    140 

O'Hearn,  John  J.,  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company 54 

O'Neill,  W.  C,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, 125 

Ohio  Iron  &  Metal  Company  vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 48 

vs.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company, 96 

Oil  shipments  to  Perryopolis,  144 

Oley  Valley  Railway  Company,  Enoch  H.  Hartline,  vs., 139 

fare    zones,    139 

Olney,  Citizens  of,  vs.  Philadelphia  &  Reading  Railway  Company, . .  118 

Overcrowding  of  back  platforms  on  streets  cars,  34 

Package  delivery  service  at  Frankford,  Philadelphia 65 

service,    regulations    relative    to,     49 

Page  Woven  Wire  Fence  Company  vs.  Pittsburgh  &  Lake  Erie  Railroad 

Company,    85 

Passenger  coaches,  insanitary, 89 

fares,  Aspinwall — Pittsburgh,    75 

fares,   Philadelphia — Columbia  Avenue,    147 

railway   service,    Coatesville — West   Chester,    141 

service    denied,    108 
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